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The Aims of Indonesia 


ASIA AND AFRICA NEED ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL STABILITY 
By PRESIDENT SUKARNO of Indonesia 
Delivered at a joint session of the United States Congress, Washington, D. C., May 17, 1956 


R. PRESIDENT and Mr. Speaker, I' deem it a great 
honor and privilege to be able to address this 
honorable Congress, and I express my gratitude 

to you for this opportunity. 

Standing here before you, Mr. President and Mr. Speaker, 
and before all the other honorable Members of this Congress, 
my thoughts, the thoughts of a man born in a cottage and 
grown up among poor people, go to the homes and hearts 
of the multitudes of the American people from all strata 
of your society, for whom you act as elected representatives. 
May I, therefore, convey to you and through you to the 
people of America, the most sincere greetings of the Indo- 
nesian people and their thanks for your past generous 
issistance, with the hope that this visit to the United States 
of America will foster closer relations between our two 
nations. 

In our contemporary world, the impact of America is 
felt more and more. The influence of the American with his 
outlook, his ideas, his technical and scientific advances, 
reaches to almost every corner of Asia and Africa, whilst 
in America itself, Asia, the Asian and his personality, his 
ideals, the fruits of his labor, are gradually becoming a 
living reality. Americans and Indonesians are no longer 
strangers to each other. We know each other from the films; the 
beams of the radio reach into our very homes, and the 
magazines and daily press provoke us to think of each other. 
These cultural exchanges, coupled with the products of your 
industries and the fruits of our soil, have kept us always 
much closer together than the thousands of sea miles which 
separate Our CWO COUNTTICS. 

I have come to the United States, as I said yesterday, to 
see your country with my own eyes and to observe the 


achievements of the great American Nation. I have come here 
to confirm or modify the impressions of your country which 
I have collected from a distance over many years. But above 
all, I have come here to learn something from America— 
from America not merely as a place, not merely as a nation, 
but America as a state of mind, America as the center of an 
idea. 

It was this very America which was in fact the first 
product of nationalism, of anticolonialism, and of the principle 
of independence. It is this America which, as the hothouse 
of American technology, surpassed the development of 
older sister nations and became a great power—nay, one 
of the most powerful nations in the world today. Present-day 
America as a world phenomenon, with all its impact on the 
peoples of the earth, was the child of a marriage between 
the revolutionary America of Washington, Jefferson, and 
Lincoln and the technological America imbued with the 
prodigious technical spirit of Edison and Ford. 

The shot that was fired at Lexington on the 19th of April 
1775 was heard around the world. It echoes still in the 
hearts of all who have recently won their independence, and 
it echoes still in the hearts of peoples who still struggle 
against their colonial bonds. 

Over half the world the burning words which fired the 
American War of Independence have been closely studied 
as a source of inspiration and a plan of action. Yes, this 
period is the period of Asian and African resurgence. 

If we could see the passage of history as yesterday I saw 
your country from the windows of an aeroplane, we could 
have no doubt that the world is passing through the period 
of Asian and African nationalism. 

I hesitate at using that word “nationalism,” for I know 
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PRESIDENT SUKARNO 


that in many countries and in many nations nationalism is an 
out-of-date political doctrine. Please remember, Mr. President 
and Mr. Speaker, that for us of Asia and Africa nationalism 
is a young and progressive creed. We do not equate national- 
ism with chauvinism, and we do not interpret nationalism 
as meaning the superiority of our peoples over others. No. 
For us, nationalism means the rebuilding of our nations; it 
means the effort to provide equal esteem for our peoples; it 
means the determination to take the future into our own 
hands. For us, nationalism is the love of country and the 
determination to improve it which, not so very long ago, 
illumined the actions of the founders of your nation. 
Nationalism may be an out-of-date doctrine for many in this 
world; for us of Asia and Africa, it is the mainspring of our 
efforts. Understand that, and you have the key to much of 
postwar history. Fail to understand it, and no amount of 
thinking, no torrent of words, and no Niagara of dollars will 
produce anything but bitterness and disillusionment. 

We who are living in Asia and Africa during this period 
of Asian and African nationalism, and particularly those of 
us who have been called upon to guide the destiny of nations, 
we ask that the rest of the world should show understanding 
and sympathy. After all, for what do we struggle? Not for 
fame; not for conquests; not for territorial aggrandizement; 
not for domination over other peoples. Our efforts and the 
sacrifices we have made have been for the release of our 
people from a colonial tyranny lasting for generations and 
centuries. It has been a struggle—it is still a struggle—for 
the simple human demands which the rest of the world has 
long taken for granted. 

We ask you to understand our national struggle, and we 
ask you to sympathize with it. We ask you to understand 
and sympathize with the fact that our national struggle is 
still incomplete. How can it be complete when millions of 
our people in Asia and Africa are still under colonial domina- 
tion, are still not free? How can the national struggle in 
Indonesia be complete when part of our own country and 
part of our own nation are still unfree? 

I recall with the very greatest pleasure that shortly after 
the first Asian-African Conference last year, this Congress 
unanimously approved a resolution reaffirming America’s 
traditional anticolonial attitude. That conference in Bandung, 
in which the leaders of 29 states took part, and which 
represented far more than half the population of the world, 
was a clear indication of history's direction. Practically all 
shades of the political spectrum were represented there, and 
almost all were but recently emancipated from colonialism. 
They were united by many things, but chiefly by their ab- 
horrence of colonialism. They produced a declaration which 
explicitly stated their continuing opposition to colonialism 
in all its forms. This Congress, noting that conference, and 
its declaration, then unanimously restated, for all the world 
to know, its own long-standing opposition to colonialism. By 
that action, this Congress demonstrated its sympathy with 
our efforts. In the scales of history, your weight was placed 
resoundingly onto the side of the future. 

It is now almost 11 years since, on the 17th of August 
1945, the Indonesian people proclaimed themselves inde- 
pendent. Note: I said the Indonesian people. Nort those of 
Java alone, nor Sumatra alone, nor Celebes alone, but all 
of them, from the north of Sumatra to the southernmost 
corner of West New Guinea, which we call Irian Barat. 

That Declaration of Independence covered every part of 
what was once called the Netherlands East Indies, which 
constituted the vast colonial empire in Asia of a small 
European country. We had no quarrel with the Dutch, as a 
people; we had no quarrel with the Government of the 
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Netherlands as a government. Our quarrel, and the quarrel 
of our forefathers, was with colonialism; we had a quarrel 
with the colonial attitudes of some Dutch people; we had 
a quarrel with the colonial attitudes and actions of the 
Netherlands Government. 

Four and a half years of fighting and negotiation followed. 
Four and a half years in which our colonially-impoverished 
country, suffering already from the torments of Japanese 
occupation, suffered more from the attempts forcibly to 
reimpose the colonialism we had rejected. Finally, due in no 
small part to the efforts of the United Nations and its bodies 
in which America was prominent, the Netherlands made 
formal recognition of complete and unconditional sovereignty 
to Indonesia. 

But our struggle was not yet at an end. One part of our 
country, one section of our brothers, were not free—and 
even today are not free. The territory of Irian Barat, West 
New Guinea, is still a colonial outpost on Indonesian soil 
Our Declaration of Independence had covered all of the 
Netherlands East Indies, The agreements by which Holland 
recognized that independence and that sovereignty had made 
reference to the whole territory of the Netherlands East 
Indies. But—part of our land, a part of the territories covered 
by those agreements, is still a colonial cancer in the body 
politic of our motherland. 

We are told that the people of West Irian are not our 
brothers, and that they come from a different racial stock 
and therefore West Irian is not Indonesian. Where, again 
Where is the country whose citizens are ethnically pure? 
In fact, for many hundreds of years past, West Irian has 
been recognized as being part of the Indonesian archipelago 
Before colonial days, West Irian was part of the Indonesian 
national state of Modjopahit, one of the glories of the 
Hindu-Javanese civilization. West Irian was part of the 
Dutch Empire in Asia, and was administered and recognized 
without question as being a unit of the Netherlands East 
Indies. In all ways, and by ties of common colonial experience, 
West Irian has been, and still is, an essential part of Indo 
nesia. 

We are told that the people of West Irian are not ready 
for a change from their colonial status, and that they need the 
continued guidance of the West to train them for the trans 
ition to liberty. 

We know this “guidance.” We have had experience of 
this “training.” It left us, after 350 years, with an illiteracy 
rate of 94 percent. It left us without sufficient doctors to 
treat even those who are sick unto death. It left us with a 
typically colonial economic and social structure 

I tell you this in all solemnity. In the 11 years of our 
independence, the Indonesian Nation has made more human 
progress, and has been the scene of greater human happiness, 
than in all the tens of generations of colonialism that went 
before. Our people are free, and in freedom they have 
found their soul—just as the people of West Irian will do 
when they too are free. They can do what we have done 
The figures are available. The lists of schools built, of 
recurrent epidemics abated, of diets improved, of infant 
mortality decreased. Forgive me if I seem to boast. I do not 
intend to boast. I wish to give you a factual account. Let 
me cite just one item in the field of education. Illiteracy 
before the war was 94 percent; today it is 40 percent. That is 
what the ending of colonialism will mean in West Irian. 

The return of West Irian is for us the remaining part 
of our national political aspiration. It is the final installment 
on the colonial debt. We see our brothers still in chains, who 
joined with us in proclaiming our common independence, 
and so our own freedom is not yet complete. The salt of 
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liberty cannot have its full savor for us until all of Indonesia 
is again united under the freedom which is the birthright of 
all men 

Permit me to remind you, sir, of one of America's greatest 
sons, who said that this Nation could not exist half slave 
und half free. That father of the American tradition was not 
speaking then of colonial slavery, but his words apply in 
all their moving strength to this case. 

Mr. President and Mr. Speaker, although somewhat be- 
latedly, we of Indonesia are now in the stage of national 
turmoil through which you passed before us some 150 years 
ago. We are anticolonialists, for the sweat of our labor has 
been extorted by other nations, leaving us poverty-stricken 
with the sorrow of our hearts. We are nationalists, for it 
is our right to win back the worthy place in the family of 
nations torn from our forefathers three and a half centuries 
ago. In all of this, we do not claim to have discovered novel 
principles. No, but like your forefathers, we regard our 
findings as universal values, as the common property of all 
mankind 

Present-day Indonesia has so much in common with the 
growth of the United States of America in the past. You 
are now reaping the fruits of your pioneering struggle, while 
we are still busy sowing the seeds from which our future 
national life will spring. You achieved your material and 
cultural prosperity based upon the principles of the democ- 
racy which is one of your proudest boasts today. Democracy 
is part of our principles too, part of our Pantja Sila, an 
instrument to build national prosperity and stability. But 
we Indonesians are well aware that, however noble the aim, 
practical democracy is not always easily attainable. 

Last year we twice faced the test of the free and secret 
ballot, one of the fundamentals of political democracy. The 
conduct of these elections, one for the House of Representa- 
tives and the other for the Constituent Assembly, showed 
that Indonesia is capable, as the international press reported, 
of taking the first steps along the road to democracy. Although 
the elections are not compulsory, about 80 percent of the 
electors, numbering some 35 million souls and scattered 
over thousands of miles in thousands of islands in our great 
archipelago, came to the polls and fulfilled their duties as 
responsible citizens. As a result of these elections, it has 
been possible to form a coalition government between the 
largest political parties. The PNI—Nationalist Party, the 
Masjumi and the Nahdatul Ulama—both Moslem parties, 
with the support of some of the smaller parties, have formed 
a coalition cabinet. I trust that this coalition, with more than 
ample support from Parliament, will be stable enough to 
maintain itself throughout the entire 4 years of its mandate, 
so that the national process of growth will not be interrupted 
by intermittent changes of government. 

Although these first elections have been successfully ac- 
complished, I shall be modest, Mr. President and Mr. Speaker, 
in my claims for the establishment of democracy. For who 
has absolute democracy? We have our feet on the road to 
democracy, and we have made a good start. But we will not 
deceive ourselves with the false illusion that we have 
traversed the full extent of the road to democracy, if indeed, 
any end there be. The secret ballot, the free press, the 
freedom of belief, the voting in parliaments—these are all 
merely expressions of democracy. Freedom of expression 
has a guardian in a certain measure of prosperity, the 
achievement of freedom from want. For us, then, democratic 
principles are not simply an aim, the expression of desires 
inherent in human nature, they are also a means of providing 
our people with a reasonable standard of living. The freedom 
of expression and the freedom from want are indivisibles, 
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two interdependent souls in one body. As with all other 
freedoms, freedom of expression is no absolute; its indis- 
criminate and unrestrained exercise could hamper the har- 
monious growth of other freedoms, could hamper the har- 
monious growth from want, and thus sow the seed for the 
destruction of the fundamentals of human freedom itself. 
Your Nation began your struggle for liberty, equality, 
fraternity, and prosperity at a period in history when there 
was no great gap between the standards of nations. There 
was no great gap between haves and have-nots, there were 
no nations of abject poverty and extreme wealth, there were 
no nations of super technical development and utter tech- 
nical backwardness, there was not so great a gap between the 
fortunates possessing full-fledged democracy and the sufferers 
living under complete tyranny. The contrasts today are great. 
The contrast between the joy of life cherished by some 
nations, and the burden of suffering imposed upon more 
than one half of the human race has outstripped all propor- 
tions. Such conditions do not stimulate normal growth toward 
emancipation, especially when the less-privileged are sub- 
jected to the competition of the privileged and the powerful 
in their daily human activities. But if the development of 
the newly independent countries in the direction of their 
prosperity be regarded as indispensable for the preservation 
of civilized man, there certainly will be no need for regrets 
over the world’s wealth and the almost unlimited resources 
for the further development of man’s technological civilization. 
Mr. President and Mr. Speaker, the impact of your revolu- 
tion has not always been of the same kind upon all countries 
of the globe. We in Indonesia attach great importance to 
the freedom of expression, to be preserved even in the 
Herculean task of firmly founding our national economy. 
Other revolutions have aimed immediately upon building 
heavy industry as the basis for freedom from want in the 
future, if necessary even at the sacrifice of some aspects of 
freedom of expression for the time being. These are rival 
conceptions, and they constitute a challenge to Indonesia 
which she must answer in translating ideals into practice. 
The development of Indonesia in particular and of certain 
other countries of Asia in general will be the test case of 
the success or failure of the modern world’s application of 
democratic principles. The solvency of less technically de- 
veloped countries, the solution of the social and economic 
problems of newly independent peoples at a pace which 
can keep up with their consciousness of their own worth as 
equal members of the human family—these are all questions 
to measure the success of our democracy. In Indonesia, apart 
from the wealth of nature, our main capital is the sweat 
and tears of our population, the sacrifices even to the death 
of those who have gone before. It has been, and it still is, 
an investment of voluntary human cooperation and sacrifice, 
which is needed for the development of our country. There 
is NO imposition upon the people to save part of their meagre 
income as a means of accumulating badly needed national 
capital, neither would we introduce forced labor for national 
undertakings, nor the expropriation of existing big companies 
which are run mainly on the basis of profit motives. 
Moreover, the present situation in the world is, as I 
have already mentioned, such that even we the economically 
weak nations have to compete in order to grow, compete 
with the forces of powerful and experienced nations, in 
order to survive the drives and thrusts of the current of 
elimination. Democracy, when all is said and done, is the 
introduction of equal opportunity in human activities amongst 
the indigenous people themselves, and, next to that, some 
degree of opportunity for foreign competitors to insure the 
best performance. This sometimes leads toward the presence 
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PRESIDENT SUKARNO 


of an anachronism in which colonial vestiges become 
strengthened at the expense of national growth. Taking all 
this into consideration, the question arises: will democracy 
succeed in Indonesia? Will democracy really bring prosperity 
and happiness in Indonesia? What is the reason for Indo- 
nesia’s firm belief in the democratic process and progress? 
These are questions, Mr. President and Mr. Speaker, which 
have long occupied the minds of many Indonesian leaders. 
These problems I think also raise doubts—or hopes—among 
the statesmen and politicians of a number of western coun- 
tries about the ability of the Indonesian people to outlive 
the shock of national responsibility in this turbulent world. 

My answer, Mr. President and Mr. Speaker is: Have no 
doubt about that. 

Immediately we had proclaimed our independence in 
August 1945, we attached as preamble to our constitution the 
Pantja Sila, the five guiding principles of our national life. 
Perhaps you know already, what our Pantja Sila is. It gives 
us the five principles of our State. These are: 

First. Belief in God. 

Second. Nationalism. 

Third. Humanity. 

Fourth. Democracy. 

Fifth. Social justice. 

These five principles are the combined reflection of Indo- 
nesia’s natural climate and the personality of its inhabitants. 
They were also partly formulated by President Eisenhower 
in his speech before the American Society of Newspaper 
Editors on the 21st of April last, when he spoke of certain 
principles: 

First. “They believe deeply in the right of self-government”; 

Second. “They believe deeply in the dignity of man”; 

Third. “They aspire to improve the welfare of the individual 
as a basis of organized society.” 

So again: Have no doubts about democracy in indonesia, 
Mr. Speaker. Even in the most difficult years immediately 
after the recognition of sovereignty, we were able to guard 
the unity of our country through another democratic concept, 
expressed in the inotto of the State, “Bhinneka Tunggal Ika” 
—Unity in Diversity. Voluntary loyalty to the Indonesian 
motherland as a whole has been settled in our country without 
compulsion, without the process of civil war, despite sub- 
versive actions by people who do not want to see us free, 
despite provocation at home and abroad. 

Having survived the early, most critical years of our 
national existence, more attention can be paid to upbuilding 
and rehabilitation, and especially to the investment of human 
skill. Just before I left Indonesia, we inaugurated a campaign 
for village community development, and parliament is soon 
to discuss the first national 5-year plan, with a total allocation 
of 11 billion rupiahs, or $1 billion. 

However important they may be, our own national efforts 
on their own will not suffice to achieve steady progress 
towards viability for our country against the impact of 
economic or political competition from overseas. It is in this 
field that we ask your understanding and your cooperation 
for our mutual benefit. America is known the world over 
for generosity; if I am not mistaken the American taxpayer 
has already spent more than $50 billion in foreign aid. But 
that aid has brought variable results. An example of good 
results is the recovery of Western Europe after World War 
II; other results are still prospective in other parts of the 
world, whereas elsewhere American aid is regarded as of 
doubtful benefit for national progress. 

Indonesia is indeed grateful for the technical assistance 
she has received to date from America, and in acknowledging 
my gratitude I want to express myself with the frankness of 
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a friend. Am I allowed to be frank, Mr. President and Mr. 
Speaker? For the furtherance of their function as defenders 
of freedom, America and Indonesia need to realize how to 
obtain lasting results, and these depend upon the specific 
conditions of Asian countries and the development of the 
national aspirations of the Asian people, which, indeed, 
America cannot be expected immediately to know, or to 
understand. The approach to the question of foreign aid 
should be based upon different principles in different coun- 
tries. Without adequate knowledge of those countries, and 
even if your motives in granting aid were solely the stability 
of this region, the results could be adverse, and the flow of 
even billions of dollars could lead only to strained relations 
Certainly military aid is no substitute for Asian stability 
It will only serve to make countries accepting it more de 
pendent upon America, and their worth as genuine partners 
in the universal struggle for liberty, peace, and prosperity 
will consequently decline. The main aim should be for the 
people of Asia, like the Western nations, to become eco 
nomically stable but also politically stable and thus be able 
to defend their freedom against all assaults. Political stability 
comes only with the stability of the political heart. I repeat 
Political stability comes only with the stability of the political 
heart. And this heart of ours is now still an unsatisfied heart 
The Asian people must soon be brought to the stage of 
development where they are capable of cherishing their hard- 
won freedom. 

This two-sided struggle is a longer and a harder struggle, 
but until it is won, the process of emancipation of our people 
will not be complete. The Republic of Indonesia is a demox 
racy which has leaned heavily upon the experience of the 
West, and particularly of your great Union for its national 
ideals. To the famished man, democracy can never be more 
than a slogan. What can a vote mean to a woman worn out 
by toil, whose children fret and ail with the fever of malaria? 
Democracy is not merely government by the people; demox 
racy is also government for the people. 

The fight for the emancipation of our people is our fight 
and believe me, we shall not shirk it. We ask for your 
understanding of it and your sympathy with it. We will 
accept with the greatest appreciation any assistance that may 
come to us, from whatever quarter it may come, for that 
assistance will lighten our burdens and shorten our struggle 
Such assistance is not one-sided but is of mutual benefit 
Out of it comes a greater measure of good will, and perhaps 
more important: Out of it comes a greater volume of pro 
duction in the world. But, from whatever quarter of this 
divided globe that assistance comes, we are determined that 
no material advantage will buy from us any part of our 
hard-won freedom for that freedom is more dear to us than 
the products which any country can give or sell. We welcome 
assistance on terms of mutual benefit. We reject the idea of 
exchanging intellectual and spiritual independence or physical 
liberty for momentary advantage. 

And now, Mr. President and Mr. Speaker, finally, may 
I say this: 

We live in a troubled world, in which man cannot rest 
and cannot give his whole thought and effort to the welfare 
of mankind. A shadow, pregnant with horror, hangs over 
the future. It is a manmade shadow, and its mushroom shape 
colors all our thoughts and all our dreams. In their technica! 
and scientific skill, men have created something whose 
potentiality for good or evil is so great that the imagination 
of the same men is overpowered. 

So far, the full horror of this latest of mankind's achieve 
ments has not burst on the world. So far only smal! samples 
of this victory over nature have been used for their designed 
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purpose. And what is that purpose? May God forbid that 
man should ever take upon himself the responsibility for 
the use of this weapon. The destruction of this world is not 
the prerogative of man. 

There is irony in the fact that, for the first time ever, 
man has it within his power to make the desert bloom like 
a garden, to banish poverty and want from the world, to 
open up a new era of brotherhood, and yet, at the same time, 
no man can look with confidence into the future. The rivers 
dnd the tides obey our command, we bestride the skies and 
pluck weaith from under the earth and the sea, we conquer 
the age-old plagues of humanity and even fight a winning 
battle aganist death. At the same time, we dig ourselves 
shelters in the rocks and prepare to sit and die in them, as 
man did during the dawn of the world. Have we then made 
so little progress? Have we learned nothing? 

Ir may be that war is a natural function of man and that 
his combative feelings prevent his living in peace with his 
neighbors. It may be so, but I do not believe it. 

In any case, should the new weapons begin to fall, the 
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question would be academic, for then we would have, not 
war but universal death and the end of mankind's brief 
civilization. It is true that repeatedly throughout history man 
has crucified himself, only to rise again. Let there be no mis- 
take about it. After an atomic war there would be no resur- 
rection. Certainly we cannot let things slide and trust to luck 
that no megalomaniac will press the fateful trigger. 

Mr. President and Mr. Speaker, in saying these things to 
you, I am well aware that I am saying nothing you do not 
already know, for this Congress of the United States of 
America has given.anxious thought to this matter. We who 
have not got the atom bomb, we will watch every move 
you take in this matter. With hope in our hearts but fear 
in our breasts, we will applaud everything which helps to 
make the future safe for our children. We will support every 
action taken by you, or the responsible leaders of any country, 
to remove the shadow of the atom bomb from this world. 

May God give men the will to avert calamity. 

And may He give us, America and Indonesia, the best 
friendship which has ever existed between two nations. 

Thank you. 


e 
European Unity 
RUSSIA AND EAST EUROPEAN STATES SHOULD BE INCLUDED 


By SIR WINSTON CHURCHILL, former Prime Minister of Great Britain 
Delwered wpon recewig the Charlemagne Prize as a"Great European,” Aachen, Germany, May 10,1956 


Prize in this famous German and European city of 

Aachen, which some call Aix-la-Chapelle. I am proud, too, 
that my name should be added to the distinguished list of the 
recipients of the prize who have all contributed so notably to 
the inspiring theme of European unity and brotherhood. 

I find it particularly pleasing that my immediate predecessor 
should be the Federal Chancellor himself. 

No individual personality has consciously done more than 
Doctor [Konrad] Adenauer to bring Germany back into the 
circle of free nations who look out hopefully upon the future. 

I recall my first meeting with him at the Hague eight years 
ago and I have followed with attention the great work which 
he has done for his country and have rejoiced sincerely in his 
SUCCESS. 

It was indeed a remarkable conception of Doctor [Anton] 
Pfeiffer and his fellow citizens of Aachen who have created 
this prize and who have shaped the terms of this award. 

The name of Charlemagne would occur naturally to you 
here where Charles the Great was laid to rest. 

Before his sway for hundreds of years after the Roman 
Empire had broken into fragments, a far-reaching part of 
Europe's population had refused to accept the world consisting 
of warring tribes whose quarrels dominated their lives. 

Just as there was a universal church, people were then dimly 
aware that there shouid be some accepted authority to keep 
order within and to prevent incursions from without. 

Thus the resuscitation of the Roman Empire under Charles 
the Great on that Christmas Day at the turn of the eighth 
century was welcomed by almost all with a sigh of relief in 
the hope that it held a return to the peace and prosperity and 
to the larger unity which had once existed. 

Alas, the idea was too good to be true. Unity was preserved 
for less than fifty years. Wars razed Europe for more than 
1,000 years, and it was exactly 1,100 years after Charles’ death 
that in 1914 a war fiercer and more devastating than any 


if is for me a high honor to receive today the Charlemagne 


which had gone before broke out between the states whose 
frontiers lie so close to this city. 

I do not need to trace the succeeding quarter of a century 
and the fitful peace and the flickering hopes which came to 
an end in 1939. Nor is it necessary today further to lament 
the six years which followed. 

You in this city know them well, but not in such a way as 
to prevent you from receiving me as you have done. 

I have not been in Germany since I came to attend the 
meeting at Potsdam eleven years ago. I had to leave before 
it was concluded because of the general election at home and 
I did not return. Much has happened in these eleven years. 

In fact, in the first two years, Russia pursued a policy which 
divided her from her allies. 

We have now been told on high Russian authority that it 
was the Stalin policy, and Stalin who was then all powerful 
is now dead. 

But meanwhile events moved. There followed speedily 
during the Stalin policy a reconciliation between the British 
Commonwealth and the United States on the one hand, and the 
great mass of West Germany on the other. 

This was indeed an historic event. It led also to the forma- 
tion of NATO [North Atlantic Treaty Organization], which 
now includes no less than fifteen countries from Canada and 
the United States to Turkey and from Iceland to Italy and 
Portugal. 

This treaty in which Germany is a partner is a solemn 
affirmation of the unity of Europe and of the resolve of the 
United States to come back across the Atlantic Ocean and take 
what cannot be less than a leading part in the maintenance 
of it. 

In these considerations, France and the valiant French people 
must be much in our thoughts. 

I have always felt, and I said at Zurich, in 1946—early 
days—that one of the supreme duties and privileges of France 
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after 1945 was to bury all bitterness and lead Germany back 
by the hand into the European family. 

The contribution to European unity is very large and the 
German reception of it has been invaluable. The conceptions 
of a former Charlemagne prize winner, M. Jean Monnet, have 
played no small parts therein. 

Now France is faced in North Africa with the greatest 
difficulty and her aliies should give. her full support in the 
efforts to reach a just settlement. — 

NATO is a striking product and expression of a Europe 
weary of war and determined to build its own organization 
in such a strength and power that there will be peace. 

The principle of the treaty is simple and imaginative. We 
all join hands together in our wish to avoid the aggressor, 
whoever he may be. 

A new’ question has been raised by the recent Russian 
repudiation of Stalin. If it is sincere we have a new Russia 
to deal with, and I do not see myself why, if this is so, the 
new Russia should not join in support of this solemn agree- 
ment. 

We must realize how deep and sincere are Russia's anxieties 
about the safety of her homeland from foreign invasion. 

In a true unity of Europe Russia must have her part. I was 
glad to see that Poland was already not unaffected by the 
changes in Russian outlook that have recently come to pass. 

GERMANY REUNITED 

Ir may be that other changes will follow, Czechoslovakia 
may recover her freedom. Above all, Germany will be reunited. 

We should be rash and blameworthy were we to attempt 
to solve the problem of European unity, of which German 
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reunification has a vital part, by any violent stroke and we 
must avoid violence by every means in our power. 

The only unity that might come from violence might be 
a unity of ashes and death. Clearly it would be fatal for NATO 
now to relax and let apathy overtake what has been achieved 
by the efforts and financial sacrifices of the last eight years 

I have spoken much of NATO and I do not wish to leave 
the impression that I regard it as the sole and exclusive etfec- 
tive expression of the moves toward united Europe. No one 
could doubt the usefulness of Western European Union, the 
economic committee [Organization for European Economic 
Cooperation] or the Coal and Steel Community and the Coun 
cil of Europe. 

With all these many of you here have been so closely con 
cerned. But I believe our main theme of salvation should 
be the grand alliance of the European powers linked with 
Canada and the United States, with the British Commonwealth 
as a member—Australia, New Zealand and South Africa, 
though these are not members of the NATO treaty. 

I repeat that the spirit of this arrangement should not ex- 
clude Russia and the East European states. It may well be that 
the great issues which perplex us, of which one of the gravest 
is the reunification of Germany, today can be solved more 
easily than they can by rival blocs confronting each other with 
suspicion and hostility. That is for the future. 

Let us go forward to it by reinforcing patiently and surely 
the arrangements which we have so far achieved. 

I thank you for your kind welcome to me and my wife 
We both carry away with us most pleasant and enduring 
memories of this city. 


“After Adenauer - - What?” 


CHANGES AND ADJUSTMENTS BUT STABILITY WILL REMAIN 


By JAMES K. POLLOCK, Ph.D., President, International Political Science Association, Geneva, Switzerland; Chairman, 
Political Science Department and James O. Murfin Professor of Political Science, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 
Michigan; Author, "Germany in Power and Eclipse,’ “German Democracy at Work” 


Delwered before the Economic Club of Detroit, Michigan, April 2, 1956 


to this Club to speak, and when it happens so often it is 
doubly complimentary to me, and I appreciate it very 
much indeed. 

As on several previous occasions, I have recently returned 
from a survey in Germany, a part of the world which I have 
been trying to observe for some 25 years. And your able and 
alert President knew about this and decided to pick a topic 
for me which I think has been intriguing him for some time. I 
agreed that it was an important topic and one which I should 
be able to discuss, even if I can’t answer his question. And 
so here I am. 

You understand of course that in such a broad field, sort of 
covered up in this rather specific title, that I cannot in a few 
minutes cover all aspects of the problem. But I shall do what 
I can to discuss at least the most important aspects of it. I 
can’t of course exhibit that eloquence which some of your 
speakers here exhibit, but I have always tried to abide by that 
wise and weighty saying of the poet Milton, “True eloquence 
I find to be none but the serious and hearty love of truth.” I 
shall try therefore to present my views on this topic as truth- 
fully and as clearly as possible. 

Your President asked me, "What is going to happen after 
Chancellor Adenauer passes from the stage?” He didn’t ask 


T IS ALWAYS a great compliment to be asked to return 


me, “Who will be Adenauer’s successor?”—but obviously this 
is involved in the first question, and I shali try to illuminate 
both the present and the future situations so that you will 
be able to see these questions in proper perspective. But first 
of all we must understand a little bit of the German setting, 
the German scene, and I will present therefore a few back- 
ground comments before getting down to the specific question 
which is assigned to me. And, as I told Mr. Crow, when he was 
worrying a little bit about the time, my terminal facilities are 
pretty well developed, and having lectured to students for a 
good many years, they just walk out if you don’t finish in time 
And I think there are very few souls saved anyway after 20 or 
30 minutes. 

Well, first of all, what is the over-all setting in this dyn 
amic center of Europe, to which your Chairman has referred so 
pungently; the situation in which Germany now finds itself 
11 years after the war? Well, first of all, as I think most of you 
realize, when today we use the term “Germany”, we are not 
speaking of the same area that we spoke of before the war 
Germany is now divided into two parts; at least into two 
parts, East and West. And in Eastern Germany, which is a 
satellite of the Soviet Union, you have some 18 million people, 
and in the West German Federal Republic you have approxi 
mately $2 million. This is about the same population that 
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Germany had before the war, but it is now compressed within 
an area which is just about two-thirds the size of Germany 
in 1937. In other words, there has been detached from what 
we normally would cal! the German area a significant piece 
of territory east of what is called the Oder and Neisse Rivers— 
the Oder-Neisse Line, running from the Baltic down to 
Czechoslovakia. 

This area, the so-called Oder-Neisse area, was detached from 
Germany at the end of the war, and was, under the Potsdam 
Agreement, turned over to the Polish Government for admin- 
istration, and as the Treaty very clearly said, “pending the 
calling of a peace conference and the determination of its 
definitive boundary.” 

In addition to this significant area from which approximately 
25 percent of the German food came in earlier times, there 
is also the important area about the size of a good Texas 
county known as the Saar territory, which was detached from 
the French Zone of Occupation, and since that time has been 
economically incorporated into France. The Saar problem is 
now one of the troublesome problems pending between France 
ind Germany. But the Saar today is still within the French 
economic system. 

Now, this makes for an altogether different setting than the 
one which existed prior to Adolph Hitler or prior to the situa- 
tion at the end of the last war. Then Germany was intact. 
What we called Germany was intact. Now you have Germany 
divided, and not only divided but somewhat dismembered. 
And the contrast of course between the two parts of the area 
is as great as daylight and darkness. You have slave territory 
on one side, and you have free territory on the other. 

Well, it is Western Germany that my question is addressed 
to, and I shall therefore devote my attention primarily to the 
West German Federal Republic, which, as your Chairman in- 
dicated is very much an island of work and of progress and of 
order, in what is otherwise pretty much a sea of European 
confusion 

This West German Federal Republic has now been standing 
on its own feet since 1949. Up to 1949 Germany was 
completely controlled by the occupying powers. In 1948 
we permitted the West Germans to set up a Constitutional 
Convention and draw up their own Constitution. This they 
completed in 1949, and in September 1949 their new Con- 
stitution came into effect, having been framed by delegates 
elected by the various state legislatures, and ratified by the 
nine states which make up Germany. 

Since 1949 then, Germany has been a democratic federal 
republic, made up of 9 states, similar to our 48 states, and 
including the two German city-states of Hamburg and 
Bremen, with the capital at Bonn, a little university town 
on the Rhine not very far from Cologne, which never had 
any administrative significance before, but which has now 
been built up to be the Capital of this West German Federal 
Republic. 

Since May 7, 1955, the day the so-called Paris Treaties were 
ratified, this West German Federal Republic has been a 
sovereign and independent member of the international com- 
munity. It is true that we have troops there and so do the 
French and the British, and of course the Russians in their 
zone. But the troops, so far as Western Germany is con- 
cerned, are no longer there by right of occupation. They are 
there at the request of the West German Government, and 
their rights and privileges are now carefully prescribed and 
regulated by a Status of Forces Agreement which has been 
freely negotiated between Germany and the three Western 
powers. 


Well now, this West German Federal Republic which has 
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been on its own feet since 1949 and which has been 
sovereign and independent since last year, has therefore a 
definite international status and I want to refer to this 
just momentarily in passing. In the early days when Joe 
Dodge and Walker Cisler and I and a good many other 
people were in Germany, we were operating within a legal 
framework where the Four-Power Allied Control Council 
if it could agree, controlled everything. This didn’t last 
very long. The hopes that the people who framed the Potsdam 
Agreement had for its successful operation were soon blasted, 
and this Control Council, which was made up originally of 
General Eisenhower, Field Marshal Montgomery, Marshal 
Zhukov and General Koenig, in time ceased to have any 
power or influence, and Germany, split in at least four 
different directions, finally came together in two parts as it 
exists today. 

Well, this was what we called the period of Four-Power 
rule. This was when Germany was to be treated as an 
economic unit, a point which the Russians never did observe, 
and it was on that point of course that the whole thing fell 
to pieces. 

Is there any survival of this Four-Power rule in Germany 
today, the kind of rule we started immediately after the 
war was over? I am ashamed to say to you that there is one 
place where there is still evidence of the Four Powers working 
together, and that is in the administration of Spandau Prison 
where the war criminals are incarcerated. There the Russians 
keep the guard for two weeks, we keep it for two weeks, 
the French for two weeks, and the British for two weeks. 
And this is one place where the Four Powers work together 
in Germany, and that is all! 

The only other evidence of Four-Power rule is the city 
of Berlin, which, as I think you realize, is an island within 
the Soviet Zone. Berlin was to be the city from which all 
four zones were to be administered. It was to be an inter- 
nationally governed center. Well, actually Berlin is divided 
just like the rest of Germany is divided, into East Berlin and 
West Berlin, the three Western sectors being under a 
democratic council, the East sector being the capital of the 
Soviet Zone, so that Berlin still has, you might say, the 
remnants of Four-Power rule, but instead of its being a 
united city as it was when we went there on July 1, 1945, 
it is now a divided city. But under the recent Paris agreement, 
the three Western Powers reserved to themselves the dis- 
position and final control over Berlin because there has been 
no treaty ending the war for all of Germany, and until 
that can occur, we retain our international rights in Berlin 
and we have our troops there and we treat the city of Berlin 
somewhat differently than we do the Western part of Ger- 
many, although the democratic part of Berlin is now repre- 
sented in the German Parliament and is tied into the Western 
situation as far as is legally possible. Berlin is still the most 
exciting city to me in the world. It is the place where we 
are face to face with the Soviets. Here is where American 
soldiers every day face Russian soldiers. Here is where 
anything can happen tomorrow. And when you fly into Berlin 
you still get something of the feeling of going off somewhere 
and not knowing just when you are going to come back. 
Whether you go into the salt mines or not is not your choice. 
It is the choice of those who actually, in a military sense, 
could control the Berlin situation very rapidly; namely, the 
Russians. 

Well, so much for the Four-Power survival—as much 
as there is in the German setting; not very much. Actually 
West Germany is handled now principally under the so-called 
Treaties of Paris, which were negotiated after the French 
defeated E.D.C. These treaties created what is now called 
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the Western European Union, admitted Germany and Italy 
to the Western European Union, and used this as the frame- 
work of control for the rearmament of Germany, and not 
only for the rearmament of Germany, it was hoped, but also 
for the integration of Western Europe. This last point has 
not progressed very far. Germany under these treaties was 
also admitted as a full-fledged member of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization, and at that time was given its full 
sovereignty. So it is under the Treaties of Paris that Western 
Germany is now operating internationally. It has not yet 
been admitted to the United Nations. 

Now, reviewing very briefly indeed the economic and 
political setting of Germany, I revert again to what your 
Chairman referred to as the tremendous work which is going 
on in Germany which has resulted in what frequently is 
referred to as an economic miracle. Those of us who were 
there when Germany was in shambles in 1945 can hardly 
believe our eyes when we go to Germany to see what has 
happened in the short space of a few years. You can see the 
difference in six months, let alone a year or a few years. 
And this economic miracle impresses everybody. And I should 
like to point out that a considerable part of the credit, as 
the Chairman indicated, can be attributed to German hard 
work, but it can also be attributed naturally to the very 
considerable aid and credit that was given to Germany under 
the Marshall Plan, and the Germans are the first ones to admit 
this; not only to admit it but to express it. 

A great deal depended, too, on Germany's great Economics 
Minister, Dr. Erhard, who has been in a sense the architect 
of Germany's economic revival, reestablishing free enterprise 
so far as it was possible to do so in what was essentially 
a socialistic setting. It would be a bold man who would not 
give credit to Dr. Erhard and to this system which he calls 
the “social market economy”, rather than using the term free 
enterprise which we use in this country. 

The German banking system has now stabilized itself. 
The currency is one of the best currencies in Europe. It 
takes me back to the days when Joe Dodge was there as 
General Clay's financial advisor, and brought forth the plan 
which in 1948 was finally put into effect. This was a sound 
currency program, which has been backed up with a heavy 
production in Germany, adding up together inte a currency 
situation that is as stable and as sound as anything on the 
Continent of Europe, with the possible exception of Switzer- 
land. 

The industrial revival is remarkable. When Brazilian 
President Kubitschek recently made his swing around the 
United States and Europe he said the most impressive sight 
was the Ruhr—which it is to anyone who is interested in 
industrial development; not only in steel and iron and coal, 
but also in chemicals and in motors. Germany boosted its 
motor production last year 33 per cent, expects to assemble 
1,100,000 cars this year, and has sold something like 35,000 
Volkswagen cars in the United States last year—without, 
I might add, hurting our prosperity any at all. Of course if 
anybody wants to ride in one of those little things, he is 
welcome to do so. But the small car is an indication of 
German progress and meeting what is obviously a German 
need. 

It is interesting to point out too that part and parcel of 
this tremendous economic revival is the growing strength of 
the German business community. In analyzing the representa- 
tion in the last Parliament and in the present Parliament 
I find that 25 per cent of the members are from business 
groups, and that 24 full-time paid employees of business 
groups are now members of the German Parliament; 20 
additional businessmen hold top positions in the leading 
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German business organizations. Of course also on the Socialist 
side, most of the mémbers in the Bundestag are trade union 
and party functionaries. So this is the type of direct repre- 
sentation which we are not acquainted with in this country. 

There is also a tendency which I noticed in German 
business, (which I suppose is not merely a German tendency 
because it exists other places), to squeeze out competition; 
to go back to the old system of cartels which was an important 
part of German economic life. The Minister of Economics, 
Dr. Erhard, is doing what he can to put through a new 
regulation of this situation, and whatever comes out in this 
law will be something of an indicator of the line that 
German business is going to follow in the immediate future. 

So far as the government is concerned, I should like to 
express the opinjon that the federal part of the new German 
government has probably been more successful than the 
Parliamentary part. The Germans, I think, have made the 
federal system work. Instead of centralizing power in Bonn, 
it is divided between the states and the central government, 
something like it is in the United States. And these states 
are really very important. As a matter of fact, I never go to 
Bonn until I go to Dusseldorf and Hamburg and Munich 
and several other of the real dynamic political and power 
centers in Germany. This is of course a good antidote against 
over-centralization. So far as the Parliamentary system is 
concerned, the Germans have made it work reasonably well, 
and they have I think improved their legislative procedures 
considerably in the period of the republic. If you look at 
the legislative output of the German Parliament during its 
first term, from 1949 to 1953, you will appreciate that the 
Germans haven't done all their work in factories. They have 
done a great deal of it in their governmental organization 
and procedures, the result being that today over the German 
landscape, whether it is at the local level, at the state level, 
or at the national level, you find businesslike, orderly, well- 
organized governmental structures. 

Now, the present government of Germany is a coalition. 
Chancellor Adenauer is the head of the strongest party. He 
holds of course the preeminent position. His party has a 
clear majority, which is quite unusual in a multiparty setting; 
a clear majority in the Bundestag. He has joined with him 
the Free Democratic Party and the so-called German Party, 
as well as the Refugee Party. All of these parties are together 
in a coalition. This constitutes the government, and it has a 
very strong position, because the Social Democratic Party, 
which is the party of the opposition, has just about one-third 
of the strength in the German Bundestag. So that from the 
point of view of his present position, his present party 
position—and I might say not only as between the parties, 
but within his own party—"“der Alte”, as they refer to him, 
“the old man”, as we would say, is really in a very strong 
position. 

His party is an interesting coalition, and I shall begin 
now to analyze some of the factors which are important in 
answering the questions that I posed in the beginning. His 
party is in itself a mew party and something of a coalition 
itself. The Christian Democratic Union, as it is called, is 
joined with the Christian Social Union, which is the Bavarian 
counterpart of the Christian Democratic Union. I make that 
strong distinction because one cannot ever include Bavaria 
in any generalization about the party situation in Germany 
The Bavarians have frequently been referred to as the Texans 
of Germany. And instead of having the same name for their 
party in Bavaria, they have a little different name. And out 
of about 245 who are members of the C.D.U. in the lower 
house, 55 of them come from Bavaria. This is a rather im- 
portant block of influence in any political party. I emphasize 
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the fact because it will be just as influential after Adenauer 
as it is today. 

Furthermore, the C.D.U., instead of being a strictly Catholic 
Party, as was its predecessor, the so-called Center Party of 
the Weimar Republic, is now a party that contains both 
Catholics and Protestants. West Germany, as I think you 
realize, today includes more Catholics under one political 
system than has existed in Germany at any time since the 
Middle Ages. It would have been easy therefore for Adenauer 
in helping to form the new Christian Democratic Party to 
have made it a strictly Catholic party, as it was in earlier 
days. In place of that he made a conscious effort to make it 
a party of wide Christian orientation, including Protestants 
as well as Catholics. And of course his party never would 
have become the majority party of Germagy had this not 
been the case. Some of the leading Protestants in Germany 
occupy positions in his Cabinet, partly at any rate because 
they are Protestants. And there has been worked out, I think, 
a reasonably nice balance in the confessional sense. 

There are still a number of struggles in Germany over 
church, schools and similar questions, but I was quite inter- 
ested to find in the campaign of 1953 that even in Bavaria, 
in the Christian Social Union Party, it was emphasized in 
a couple of the election districts that even though they were 
Catholic districts, they should nominate a Protestant as the 
candidate of that parry—and this actually happened. 

Well, I emphasize this point because the confessional 
nature of the Christian Democratic Party is one of its im- 
portant characteristics and should not be overlooked. 

Well now, with this background, I am ready to come to 
grips with the specific question which was assigned to me, 
“After Adenauer—What?” First of all, one needn't be too 
precipitate in ruling the old gentleman out of power. He 
is 80 years of age but his health is rather remarkable, and 
he still, unlike Churchill in his declining days, can work 
harder than any of the people around him. He has shown 
since his illness some marks of that illness and I think he 
is not as strong today perhaps as he was last year. But he 
is still a remarkably virile man—a remarkable instance of a 
man who achieved greatness in what will be the last years 
of his life. 

I met him first in 1927 when he was the Mayor of Cologne, 
but he became prominent of course just 10 years ago when 
he was 70 years of age. It was in 1945 and 1946 that we 
put him in as Mayor of Cologne when our troops took over 
the Ruhr. He was later removed by the British for some 
small act of insubordination, but he soon came back and 
presided over the German Constitutional Convention of 
1948-49, and was the logical man to become the Chancellor 
in 1949. There he has been as Germany's strongest hand in 
that whole period. I think without any question he is the 
greatest German figure since Bismarck. 

Well, his health is still pretty good. Therefore, those who 
are beginning to rule him out may be misjudging the 
condition of his health. But when you get to be 80 years 
of age, and you carry the burdens of office as he is doing, 
one at any rate has to begin to speculate a little bit about 
what is going to happen afterward, although I might say, 
such speculation is not very popular in his presence, nor is 
it encouraged in his party circle. 

His present position, as I have indicated, is very safe. He 
has a safe majority. There are indeed some rumblings within 
his coalition. He seems not to have been quite as sure in 
some of his political judgments recently. He tried to split 
up the Free Democratic Party as well as the Refugee Party, 
and he succeeded. But whether this will last over a period 
of time, I am not sure. 
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There also was a recent upset in one of the German states 
in which his party was thrown out of power. The Socialists 
in North Rhine-Westphalia made a coalition with the Free 
Democrats who had been sort of trampled upon a bit by 
the Chancellor in Bonn. And they thought this was the time 
to show the old man that something could be done. So they 
upset the government in the state of Rhineland Westphalia. 
There are rumblings today in Lower Saxony and also in 
Hamburg where the Christian Democratic majority is very 
small. So that I think it is safe to say that Adenauer some time 
back reached the apogee of his power and is probably in 
a decline. But the decline does not mean that his position 
today is a weak one. And this is the position as Germany 
approaches another Parliamentary election next year. The 
last election was in 1953. The next one will be in 1957. 
And there is a tremendous amount of political maneuvering 
going on in Germany, as of course we observe the same 
phenomenon in this country with the Presidential election 
campaign. All this is leading up to that important decisive 
event, the 1957 German parliamentary elections. 

Well, if we can’t rule out today, what does happen if he 
should die suddenly or retire? First of all, who is likely 
to succeed him? I should say that this would depend—and 
of course here I am speculating—to a considerable extent 
upon when it occurred. If it occurs tomorrow, it would seem 
to me, the man of greatest prestige in his Cabinet, and the 
only man of outstanding present prestige, is his Finance 
Minister, Fritz Schaeffer, a Bavarian. Fritz Schaeffer is the 
Minister of Finance, and as the Minister of Finance he is 
probably a combination of George Humphrey and the Budget 
Director. Actually the Finance Minister in Germany occupies 
an exceedingly powerful position. And this gentleman, who 
is in his early seventies, has been an exceedingly able financial 
administrator. He deserves a considerable amount of the credit 
for keeping Germany's public finances in order during this 
period. He is not an ambitious man. He told me one time 
he would rather end up as Minister President of Bavaria 
than the Chancellor of Germany. So he is not particularly 
ambitious. But the situation if it occurred suddenly—and 
this is the point I am making—it would seem to me that 
Germany would reach for the most experienced hand, and 
this is certainly Fritz Schaeffer. 

How this would occur is worth relating to you. First of 
all, it would occur within the caucus of the majority party. 
If we lose the majority floor leader in the Senate or the 
House, they have a caucus of the majority party and pick a 
leader. Well, the Chancellor of Germany is the leader of 
the majority coalition, and the majority party is his party 
and it would first have to be decided whom his party wanted 
as leader. So they would have a caucus and I say that if it 
happened suddenly it would seem to me that the best guess 
would be Fritz Schaeffer. 

Now if this happened later—six months, a year, two 
years—I think it is entirely possible that Germany's present 
Foreign Minister, Heinrich von Brentano, or the Minister 
of the Interior, Gerhard Schroeder,—either one might assume 
the position of Chancellor. Both of these men are popular. 
Both of these men are parliamentarians. One used to be the 
leader of the party on the floor, the other the deputy leader. 
Schroeder is a Protestant. If the party decided it was time 
to alternate the Chancellorship from Catholic to Protestant, 
Schroeder is really the ranking Protestant member of the 
Cabinet, and he is the Number Two man in the party or- 
ganization. | mention these names to you because others 
have disappeared over the years: Hermann Ehlers, who used 
to be the Speaker of the House, Karl Arnold, who was just 
the other day toppled from his post as Minister President 
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in Rhineland Westphalia, Hans Ehard, who was the Minister 
President of Bavaria, Reinhold Maier, who was the Minister 
President of Baden-Wurttemberg—these are all prominent 
names, but these men, it seems to me, have now somewhat 
passed out of the picture of succession to the Chancellorship. 

Well, if the 1957 election goes against his party, then 
what? The chances are, it would seem to me that there would 
be a possible coalition with the Social Democratic Party. And 
if that should occur, I shouldn’t think that Adenauer would 
lead that kind of a coalition. So that from now until 1957 
it depends upon Adenauer’s health. In 1957 the German 
people will be consulted, and if they reduce the Christian 
Democratic Party in strength, as to me seems likely because 
1953 was a rather exceptional year, then it is entirely possible 
that some other kind of a coalition would be formed following 
the election of that year. 

But whichever of these contingencies occurs, what you 
really want to know is, will there be serious reactions or 
changes in Germany? I have been talking about personnel 
changes. What about policy changes? Will there be a Nazi 
revival? Will there be an increase in Communist strength? 
It would seem to me that both these extreme movements 
are likely to remain down and weak in the German setting 
into the foreseeable future. I think you appreciate the fact 
that Communism is weaker in Germany than anywhere else 
in Western Europe. It can’t even elect a single deputy to 
the German Parliament. It has less than five per cent of the 
political strength in Germany. I think, although the Germans 
themselves are very alert to infiltrating tactics from the 
Communists, that there is not much fear here. A Nazi revival 
is something always to watch for but there are no present 
signs. 

So far as policy changes are concerned, I can’t conceive of 
a new Chancellor or a new German government, even after 
1957, taking any different position fundamentally in such 
matters as reunification and rearmament. There will be, I 
think, some changes perhaps in the economic and social 
situations. If the Socialists come in, there will be some 
modification in favor of a more favorable social policy. But 
these are — changes. And so far as the political parties 
are concerned, I would expect the Christian Democratic 
Party to come down, the Social Democratic Party to come up, 
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and the middle parties to retain perhaps the same total 
strength at present allotted to all of them; not too much 
different than at the present time. 

Well, what about the policy toward the Soviet Union? 
Is there any reason to believe that after Adenauer, German 
policy is going to be much different toward the Soviet Union 
than it is today? I can’t see the basis of any fear along this 
line. I can see plenty of reason to believe that Germany after 
Adenauer will be just as interested as it is today in playing 
a very close relationship with the United States and the 
Western European Alliance. Therefore, regardless of who 
is Chancellor, in saying “After Adenauer—What?”, it seems 
to me that the prognostication is not particularly upsetting 
in any case at all that I can see. 

In general, in other words, I am not apprehensive of what 
will happen after Adenauer. There will be changes as in- 
dicated, and there will be adjustments, but I do not anticipat 
any about face. I anticipate no revolution. I anticipate no 
collapse. Any change of course from a strong, respected 
leader like Adenauer is difficult for any country. But I think 
Germany has the experience and the stamina to adjust to 
new political leadership. It will certainly not become unstable 
like France. 

Much, I might add in conclusion, depends upon Germany's 
treatment by other powers, principally the United States. 
It is mot enough, as we have done, to set Germany free 
and enter into a military alliance with her. We must seek 
ways of working more closely with the Federal Republic, 
utilizing her ability particularly in the Central European 
area which is now largely satellite territory under the Soviet 
Union. I think in this area Germany can be particularly 
helpful. And Germany's great strength can be of great use 
in the trouble areas of the world outside of Europe. We 
have been, in my view, on the right track, but the job is by 
no means complete. We must guard against the tendency 
to treat Germany wholly as a problem in our relations with 
the Soviet Union. We should build, in other words, sound, 
long-term relations with Germany itself. Then, after Adenauer, 
barring unexpected developments in the world which cannot 
now be foreseen, Germany's future as a powerful member of 
the free Western world seems to me to be assured. 


Disarmament Means Rational 
Armament 


' A NATIONAL NUCLEAR POLICY 
By THOMAS E. MURRAY, Commissioner, United States Atomic Energy Commission, Washington, D. C. 


Delwered before the Subcommittee on Disarmament of the Com mittee on Foreign Relations, Washington, D. C., April 12, 1956 


Your invitation to express my views on disarma- 
ment is most welcome. Your Committee is dealing 
“with one of the few great central problems of our time. Today 
no nation or person on earth can have a reliable assurance of 
security when weapons exist which are capable of destroying 
all mankind.” Mr. Chairman, these words of yours at the initial 
meeting of this Committee demonstrate an awareness by you 
and your associates of the realism with which disarmament 
must be faced. 
My purpose today will be to present some ideas that may 
help in forming a national policy so urgently needed in the nu- 
clear age. This policy must be based on all the facts about nu- 
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clear weapons—our need of them, their usefulness, and the 
dangers connected with their misuse. 

On February 23, 1956, I appeared in Executive Session 
before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. At this time 
I made recommendations pertaining to our nuclear weapons 
program and our nuclear power program. As the weapons pro- 
gram has the more important and immediate bearing on 
disarmament I shall limit my remarks today, within the limits 
of classification, to weapons. 

What I have to say on disarmament may be put in one 
straightforward proposition. In the existent state of world 
affairs disarmament means rational armament, especially in the 
nuclear field. This is the difficult field and the dangerous field, 
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in which rationality is of supreme importance. 

Disarmament doubtless means much more than rational nu- 
clear armament. But if it does not mean at least rational nu- 
Clear armament it means nothing. 

Before developing my proposals I should like to comment 
on one central aspect of the past history of our nuclear weapons 
program. The fact is that from the outset we were primarily 
seeking the answer to one question: What can be done with 
nuclear energy in the form of bombs? The problems we faced 
were scientific ones. Questions concerning the development of 
a national policy with regard to the use of nuclear arms were 
not in the foreground. We were simply looking for results, al- 
ways with some antecedent doubt about what the results might 
be. Ever since the first nuclear explosion at Alamogordo the 
specific and continuing major objective was to develop even 
larger bombs. This was true of the H-bomb program, which 
achieved in 1952 a spectacular success. 

Throughout my six years on the Commission I have strongly 
supported this mode of procedure. However, I long ago recog- 
nized the need of developing a national nuclear policy which 
could keep pace with scientific and technological progress and 
tried to help in developing it. 

The “MIKE” thermonuclear explosion on November 1, 
1952, and our CASTLE tests in the Spring of 1954 presented 
the nuclear weapons problem in an altogether different light. 
These tests reemphasized in a most dramatic way the urgent 
need for a national nuclear policy interrelated with the types 
of bombs to be produced. The major question no longer is, 
what can we do with nuclear energy in bombs. We know 
what we can do. We know that there is no upper limit to the 
size of bombs that can be made. 

A new question therefore assumes the primacy. Should our 
future program proceed on the same basis as in the past, and 
with the same major objective in view—to keep on making 
bigger and bigger bombs? Would this, in our present circum- 
stances, which are different from those of the past, be a rational 
course of action? I do not think so. I think that policies will 
have to be adopted that will set our nuclear weapons pro- 
gram on a basis more in conformity with the realities of the 
present day international life, more in conformity with cer- 
tain principles of reason, and better calculated to fit into a 
new national policy on the use of nuclear weapons. 

The new direction of our policies as I see them could be 
summed up in the phrase “rational nuclear armament.” This 
phrase means that decisions with regard to the size and type 
of nuclear weapons to be placed in stockpile should be made 
in the light of two principles. There is the military principle 
that the weapons we manufacture should be demonstrably 
useful for the purposes of actual war. And there is the higher 
principle that the use of force in warfare is subject to the 
dictates of the moral conscience. 

The moral norm is the more important. There is something 
in the atmosphere of the age of violence through which we 
have lived, in which indeed we are still living, that tends to 
dull the moral sensibilities. In a strange way the sheer bril- 
liance of our technical achievements with nuclear weapons also 
tends to dull the moral sense. It is therefore necessary con- 
stantly to remind ourselves that a concern for justice in the 
use of force is an obligation upon a civilized nation. 

As a “nation under God” we are obliged to act under the 
limitations of the moral law. The imperatives of this higher 
law bind us to a due measure of moderation and discrimina- 
tion in the use of force. Within the Christian tradition to 
which we owe our national origins the duty of setting limita- 
tions on war and on the use of force in war has been a recog- 
nized moral obligation. 
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For instance, our mozal tradition does not permit us to use 
nuclear weapons whose effect is mass destruction on an in- 
discriminate scale. As the only historical examples of the use 
of nuclear weapons in warfare Hiroshima and Nagasaki are 
pertinent. The weapon used on Hiroshima, for instance, was 
15 kilotons, or so, about 60,000 times more powerful than the 
largest conventional bomb of World War II. It destroyed 4 
or 5 square miles of territory and killed or injured nearly 
150,000 people. At our present distance from that disastrous 
event I do not think that the use of this bomb against this 
particular target, the city of Hiroshima and its multitudes of 
innocent people, could be justified on moral grounds. 

The concept cf a moral limitation is, I am sure, felt by the 
American people as a whole. However, we must beware of the 
false idealism lurking in the Soviet slogan, “Ban the bomb.” 
In the discussions and negotiations looking to disarmament, 
it would be sheer folly to be maneuvered into making a blan- 
ket renunciation of the use of all types of nuclear weapons. 

This brings me to the second principle of rational nuclear 
armament—the principle of military usefulness. 

Wars in the future will be nuclear wars. This does not mean 
that they need be all-out nuclear wars. All-out nuclear war is 
no more acceptable than murder or suicide. It would be fatal 
to permit ourselves to drift into the habit of thinking about 
nuclear war only in all-out terms. The traditional moral effort 
of Western civilization to impose limitations on warfare 
must be continued even in the nuclear age. A limited nuclear 
war is a possibility that our consciences can face and accept. 

In the different kinds of limited war that might confront 
us certain types of nuclear weapons have a genuine military 
usefulness. It would therefore be wrong on our part to deprive 
ourselves of these weapons. 

However, our stockpile should include only weapons that are 
actually useful in war. Moreover, it should include only wea- 
pons that we can legitimately intend to use. I am altogether 
opposed to any school of thought that would move on toward 
weapons of ever-increasing magnitude, while at the same time 
disclaiming the intention of using them. To say the least, this 
position is unrealistic. Under the stress of a threat to its sur- 
vival a nation will use any weapon it has in hand, however 
recklessly, if there is any seeming advantage in its use. 

It may be said that certain nuclear weapons, which we might 
not intend to use in actual warfare, are still useful as a deter- 
rent of war, as a means of terrifying the enemy, or at least as a 
means of striking a “balance of terror.” For my part, I think 
it is time we stopped for an instant to take a hard look at this 
concept of “deterrence” and at the complementary concept, 
more recently added, “the balance of terror.” 

I am particularly distrustful of the latte: concept. There is 
no doubr that a balance of power is one necessary foundation, 
among others, of lasting world peace. Whenever this balance 
is upset, there is danger of aggression and of war. 

This seems to be the lesson of history. However, it is by 
no means clear that a balance of terror furnishes an assurance 
that aggression even on a limited scale will not be undertaken 
and that it is in this sense a protection of total peace. A bal- 
ance of terror is too easily upset. It is at the mercy of miscal- 
culation. Such a balance may even put a premium on the moral 
cynicism that would not shrink from striking the first blow, 
from launching an atomic blitz. 

On the other hand, the concept of deterrence is in itself 
valid. Force, whether in the form of the policeman’s night- 
stick or in the form of atomic weapons, is certainly a deterrent 
of injustice, aggression, lawlessness. Yet force serves as a de- 
terrent only when the mind of the world clearly understands 
the exact nature of the force and that the force will actually 
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be used. The deterrent value of nuclear weapons is drained out 
of them when there is any doubt about their actually being 
used. In a word, the usefulness of nuclear weapons as a 
deterrent against war is exactly proportioned to the universally 
known certainty of our intention to make use of them. 

Rational armament therefore should include the making 
and stockpiling only of such weapons as are demonstrably use- 
ful for the purpose of actual warfare. What kind of nuclear 
weapons, of what size, are usable and useful for the purposes of 
war? In other words, what manner of nuclear arms should be 
included in our stockpile? 

The primary responsibility for answering these questions 
rests with the military. However, the military usefulness of a 
weapon cannot be evaluated apart from consideration of the 
moral law. 

Moreover, it is my belief that decisions with regard to such 
questions should not be left exclusively to the military. A due 
measure of participation in these decisions should be accorded 
the Congress and other agencies of government. 

Moral judgments with regard to the measure and kind of 
destruction that may legitimately be wrought are often diffi- 
cult to make in the concrete. Yet, I would emphasize the fact 
that the demands of morality control military action in the 
same way that they control all manner of human action. It 
cannot be maintained that man’s obligation to act as a man, 
that is, in obedience to the moral law, ceases at the moment 
when he goes to war. 

Furthermore a special problem presents itself in judging 
the military usefulness of large thermonuclear weapons. We 
now know a great deal more about the effects of nuclear ex- 
plosions than we did a few years ago. For instance, we now 
know considerably more about the contamination of the at- 
mosphere and soil by radioactive strontium. Yet knowledge 
of important aspects of the problem is still not complete. Our 
knowledge about the genetic effects of radiation is even more 
incomplete. When the military usefulness of a weapon is 
being determined all the knowledge that we do have must be 
brought to bear. Serious account must also be taken of the gaps 
in our knowledge; these gaps make it imperative to proceed 
with caution in evaluating the military usefulness of large nu- 
clear weapons. 

Here the chief question is this: how does the factor of 
contamination resultant from large thermonuclear explosions 
affect the military usefulness of these weapons? Surely it must 
limit their military usefulness. Indeed, in certain circum- 
stances the factor of contamination might well cancel all 
seeming military usefulness. This is particularly true in view 
of the further fact that this contamination lingers for years 
and would affect life on earth long after hostilities had ended. 

We come now to the question, what concrete conclusions 
result when these criteria of rational nuclear armament are 
applied. In my own mind I have reached the following con- 
clusions. Taken together, they constitute the program of ra- 
tional armament that I propose as part of the substance of 
disarmament. 

My first proposal is that an upper limit should be set on the 
size of thermonuclear bombs to be placed in our stockpile. 
From the scientific and technological point of view there is, 
as I said, no upper limit to the size of bombs that can be pro- 
duced. It is for us, as rational human beings, to set limits 
to their size, on the basis of moral principles and military 
usefulness. Concretely I know of no reason why we should 
develop bombs more powerful than those we now have. I 
would add that, when a full military theory with regard to a 
moderate and discriminating use of nuclear weapons has been 
evolved in the light of moral principle, the conclusion might 
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be that the bombs we presently have are already too large. 

This proposal that a limit should be put to the size of 
thermonuclear bombs seems to have been supported by the 
President at a press conference on March 21st. He is reported 
as stating: 

"While I have been told many times that there is no 
theoretical limit to the size of these instruments which can 
be made, there is, I think, a practical limit, as long as you 
are thinking of using it only against someone else, and 
there is size of targets. 

There is an old saying: “You do not drive a tack with a 
sledge hammer.’ So when you have gotten something of a 
let's say, of a maximum tactical size, useful size, why | 
would think you would go no further.” 

My second proposal is that a limit should be set to the num- 
ber of large thermonuclear bombs to be placed in stockpile. | 
have had the need of this policy in mind ever since Novem- 
ber 1, 1952, when I witnessed the “MIKE” thermonuclear 
detonation at Eniwetok. That event impressed me with a last- 
ing sense of the menace to humanity inherrent in an unlimited 
program of nuclear armament. Shortly thereafter 1 made a 
public statement that “mankind now has within the range of 
his grasp the means to exterminate the human race.” For 
three years I have consistently and repeatedly tried to convey 
this fact to the American public. This same consciousness of 
ultimate danger appears in the testimony given by the Secre- 
tary of State, Mr. Dulles, before your Committee. He said: 
“the destructive power of modern weapons is such that a major 
war with those weapons would inevitably destroy a great 
part of the human race . . .” He also spoke about “. . . the 
risk of doing nothing and allowing this menace to go on in 
increasing proportions .. .” 

The Secretary is right in speaking of the “risk of doing 
nothing.” One thing that needs to be done is to put a limit 
to the number as well as the size of the large thermonuclear 
bombs to be stockpiled. 

My third proposal is that increasing concentration should 
be set on the stockpiling of a wide range of very small nuclear 
weapons. 

The reasons for this proposal are both military and moral. I 
have said that limited nuclear war is a possibility that the 
moral conscience can face and accept. It is also a possibility 
that is inherent in the present state of international tensions. 

We have of course been preparing against this possibility 
by our program for smal] weapons. However, this program 
requires greater intensification, to the end that it will put us in 
possession as soon as possible of larger numbers of small wea- 
pons. When I speak of small weapons I mean very smal] wea- 
pons. When I speak of larger numbers I mean tens of thou- 
sands of weapons in this range. These tens of thousands of 
weapons could form a broad and solid base upon which 
could be superimposed a stockpile in the image of a pyramid 
of intermediate and large size weapons. 

A stockpile of this composition will support a theory of 
moderate and discriminating use of force against all aggression, 
including aggression that may be minor in degree. With this 
diversified nuclear armament, possessed in abundance, Ameri- 
can and allied military forces of reasonable size would be 
equipped to handle all the various wartime contingencies that 
might arise. 

We shall have to face the fact that an intensified small 
weapons program will be more costly in terms of fissionable 
material. This increased cost would result, not only from the 
larger total numbers, but also from the inherently less efficient 
utilization of material in smaller weapons. For this reason, if 
for no other, it will not be possible as has been suggested to 
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restrict the future use of all new fissionable material to peace- 
time uses. A continued flow of fissionable material into a very 
small weapons program should, for some time to come, be 
considered a matter of vital national policy. 

My fourth proposal concerns the testing of atomic weapons. 
The testing of smal] weapons must of course go on, and even 
be greatly accelerated to keep pace with the intensified pro- 
gram that is necessary in this field. However, I propose that 
the tests of multimegaton thermonuclear weapons be stopped. 
My proposal that they should be stopped follows from the 
position I have already taken, namely that the weapons we now 
have on hand are large enough. I am not recommending the 
cessation of these large tests on the grounds that they are dan- 
gerous to health and safety. The evidence presently available 
does not warrant stopping tests now for this reason. 

The foregoing proposals suggest in outline a program of nu- 
clear armament that | consider rational and necessary. 

It will be asked, what effect would the adoption of this plan 
have upon our national security? I believe the effect would 
be entirely beneficial. The presen: nuclear superiority of the 
United States would be materially strengthened. In my testi- 
mony before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy on Feb- 
ruary 23rd I emphasized the point that “superior strength 
means flexible strength.” And flexible strength means the fuller 
developmer of the capability for limited military use of nu- 
clear weapons—their use in limited wars, and their use in 
combat for limited military objectives. 

Tragic weakness would result if we were to build our nu- 
clear strength with over-emphasis on large nuclear weapons. 

We should possess in sufficient numbers the kind of nuclear 
weapons that would be useful especially in so-called limited 
wars. Such wars are dangerous in themselves, and there is the 
further danger lest they develop into full-scale conflict. We 
must be able to take action against this kind of limited aggres- 
sion, in such a way as to prevent it from developing into some- 
thing more formidable. It means the capability of a moderate 
and discriminating use of force. It means the capability of 
meeting the particular occasion with the measure of force it 
requires, and with no more than this. It means the capability of 
limiting wars to a rational scale. 

I believe that my proposals for a limitation of the size and 
number of nuclear weapons and for an increasing concentra- 
tion on a wide range of very small weapons will at least 
diminish the proportions of the menace to which the Secretary 
of State pointed in his testimony. This menace is inherent in 
a stockpile of nuclear weapons that are unlimited in size and 
number. It is also inherent in the mentality that sees no al- 
ternatives in between an uneasy hostile coexistence on the one 
hand, and on the other hand, an all-out nuclear war. This 
mentality betrays a bankruptcy both of sound military theory 
and of moral principle. The fact is that many alternatives are 
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possible in between these two extremes. In proportion as these 
alternatives are seen to be real possibilities, and in proportion 
as we provide for them with a balanced arsenal of nuclear wea- 
pons the menace of the ultimate alternative, that is, all-out 
nuclear war—will diminish in the minds of men. Indeed the 
menace itself will have been reduced to proportions that are 
manageable by political and military reason. 

It may also be asked whether the plan I have proposed 
would further the cause of international disarmament. The 
realistic purpose of any disarmament plan should include 
limitations on the number and size of nuclear weapons. How- 
ever we should not wait for the establishment of an interna- 
tional disarmament control agency. In this present moment an 
obligation rests on our government to make up its own mind 
about what disarmament should rightly mean. In other words, 
the United States must have its own program of rational 
armament. 

I further believe that this program must be publicly defined 
and explained on the highest possible level. There must be no 
misunderstanding or ignorance about the diversity of our nu- 
clear capabilities, about our intention to use these capabilities, 
and about the moderate and discriminating manner in which 
we would use them under defined conditions. This public 
statement of our capabilities and intentions is a duty that we 
owe both to our own moral integrity as a nation and to the 
cause of world peace that our armaments serve. We are further 
summoned to the fulfillment of this duty by that decent re- 
spect to the opinions of mankind which has always been a 
traditional motive of American public action. The community 
of nations, of whose peace we are the foremost guardian, has 
the right to know how we intend concretely to exercise our 
guardianship. 

In this same connection there is another consideration. The 
United States has led the world in the scientific and techno- 
logical development of nuclear energy as an instrument of war. 
We now have a further duty thrust upon us by our leadership 
in this field. Great power is always dangerous. But great power, 
without a right policy with regard to its legitimate uses, can 
be disastrous. I believe the time has come for us to establish 
for ourselves and to present to the world right concepts, mili- 
tary and moral, with regard to the uses of nuclear power in 
war. 

If we do this, the progress of disarmament will be im- 
portantly advanced. What I propose therefore is not only ra- 
tional action but independent action. Frankly independent 
action along rational and moral lines would do much to solve 
the present crisis of lawlessness in the field of armaments. 
America’s call at the moment is to independent and rational 
action. Our response to this call of reason is a matter of duty, 
and to that extent an obedience to the will of God, as it 
manifests itself in the circumstances of human life. 


@ @ 
Americanism 
ITS POSITIVE ASPECTS 
By IRVING R. KAUFMAN, Judge, United States District Court, Southern District, New York 


Delivered at the Annual Americanism Seminar of the American Legion, Department of Minnesota, St. Paul, Minnesota, 
April 14, 1956 


AN’S liberties never appear so precious to him as when 
he is in danger of losing them. Thus it is, that in 
times of our Nation's greatest crises, we as a people 

have become acutely aware of our heritage of freedom. 
All of us here tonight have lived through at least two ter- 


rible wars, many of us can remember a third. As former service- 
men, you each have your own most vivid memories of those 
harrowing years, but all of us share in common the vivid 
memory of those first agonizing months after Pearl Harbor 
when all we loved stood endangered. There is not one among 
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us who did not pause at that time to take stock of the wonder- 
ful way of life that was ours. 

Today, we are again engaged in a mortal struggle which 
has been thrust upon us. In this dread struggle, often called 
the cold war, our weapons are political, economic and ideologi- 
cal. This means that in the present conflict, even more so 
than in former ones, it is vitally necessary that we fully under- 
stand this heritage that is America, so that we can make it 
understandable to those whose trust, friendship and support 
is vital to our survival. The importance of our awareness of 
the meaning of our heritage and the necessity that we all have 
an understanding of our constitutional system can best be 
demonstrated by a consideration of the problems we face in 
this all-out struggle we call the cold war. 

In a conventional war, the problems of the combatants are 
relatively simple. We know the enemy and the goal is to 
destroy him. But with the advent of hydrogen bombs and 
intercontinental ballistic missiles, it has become increasingly 
apparent, even to the Russians, that neither side can win 
another hot war. It is clear that a third world war probably 
would lead to annihilation of both sides, and destruction of 
civilization as we know it. The fantasies of science fiction 
writers who describe the ruins of a post-atomic world are 
becoming less fantastic day by day, as word is revealed to the 
public of the invention of more and more destructive and 
ultimate weapons against which there is no defense, leaving 
us only to guess at the scope of the implements of destruction 
still shrouded in a veil of secrecy, created either by us or by 
the masters of the Kremlin. 

This is not to say that the Russians have completely aban- 
doned all thoughts of another hot war; a nation which has 
not hesitated to liquidate millions of its own citizens cannot 
be expected to shrink from the thought of destroying lives 
elsewhere. But, if we maintain our constant military vigil, 
Russia will undoubtedly continue to keep our struggle at the 
political and economic level. 

Indeed, the recent new line emerging from Moscow indi- 
cates quite clearly that the new Communist line is to co-exist 
capitalism to death. At the recent 20th Communist Party Con- 
gress, Nikita Khrushchev admitted that “coexistence is only a 
means to an end—the world-transforming . . . complete tri- 
umph of communism.” 

Speaking of the 900 million members of the Communist 
conspiracy throughout the world, he proclaimed that they were 
“in a position to capture a stable majority in Parliament and 
to transform the latter from an organ of bourgeois democracy 
into a genuine instrument of the people's will.” If Russia plans 
to convert the world to communism by so-called parliamentary 
methods, this clearly means that Russia will aim a barrage of 
Communist propaganda and espionage at freedom-loving coun- 
tries, the like of which we have never seen. 

That these tactics have been successful in the past was 
clearly pointed out last year by the able Gen. David A. Sarnoff, 
chairman of the board of RCA, and now Chairman of the 
National Security Training Commission by appointment of the 
President. He said: 

“Moscow has brought one-third of the human race under 
its iron control by means short of a hot war—by shrewd dip- 
lomacy, deception, propaganda, the blackmail of threats, fifth- 
column subversion, guerrilla forces, and, where expedient, 
localized shooting wars. These political and psychologica! 
methods—the cold war—have paid off, at smaller risk and 
infinitely lower cost than a hot war would entail. 

“Accordingly they are being applied without stint to the 
conquest of the rest of mankind. For world communism, with 
its high command in the Kremlin in Moscow, the cold war is 
mot a temporary or holding operation, nor a prelude to a 
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hot war. It is the main bout, the decisive offensive, conducted 
on an unlimited scale, with total victory as its goal.” 

The question is, therefore, how can we beat the Russians at 
their own game and win this main bout. Beat them, we can, 
for most assuredly, our way of life if properly and honestly 
portrayed has infinitely more appeal than that found in the 
countries behind the Iron and Bamboo Curtains. Basically, all 
people the world over want a decent home and a decent job—a 
chance to live free of fear and free from want, and an oppor- 
tunity to exercise their religious beliefs freely. These are the 
ends which our way of life has been providing for Americans 
—and it is essential that the whole world know our success 
story. 

Since, unlike our Communist opponents, we do not rewrite 
history or suppress news of the mistakes we make and the 
problems we cannot resolve, these men and women whose 
understanding and friendship we seek have constant access to 
the stories of our failures, stories which are always grist for 
the Communist propaganda mill with its branches throughout 
the world. Every time these people hear of the isolated race 
riot, or of some overzealous police officer running rampant 
over the rights of an accused, or of a trial conducted in an 
atmosphere of prejudice, our counteroffensive suffers a serious 
setback, as the Communists jubilantly point out that we 
Americans don’t practice the liberty we preach. Working to 
insure a climate of social and political opinion where these 
failures cannot occur is my idea of a program of positive 
Americanism, the results of which will be felt throughout the 
world. 

Essential to any such program of positive Americanism is 
an understanding of just what that term implies—a re-evalua- 
tion of our American heritage. That you and I are in agree- 
ment as to the need of such constant re-evaluation is shown by 
your gathering here tonight—and I am privileged to have the 
opportunity to discuss such a program with this fine group, 
for you who are veterans of the wars we have waged to retain 
our freedom have demonstrated your dedication to the Ameri- 
can way of life on bloody battlefields throughout the world 

Further, when you returned to your peacetime pursuits, you 
were among those who realized that the fight to preserve 
decency and democracy was not yet over—and indeed would 
never be over—and as sober, responsible citizens who under- 
stoed full well that the duties of citizenship mean much more 
than a periodic trip to the polls, you joined the American 
Legion and assumed an obligation under the preamble of its 
constitution “to inculcate a sense of individual obligation to 
the community, State and Nation” and “to foster and per- 
petuate a 100 percent Americanism.” 

Since then, as veterans, legionnaires, and responsible citizens 
you have constantly been attempting to evaluate just what “100 
percent Americanism” is because, unlike other isms, Ameri 
canism has no one narrow creed, no one comprehensive solu 
tion to all the world’s ills. 

America's heritage is diversity, and the breath of her life is 
constant progress—new ideas and new horizons. As members 
of a veterans’ group whose sole yardstick for membership is 
war-tested citizenship without regard to differences in rank, 
race, creed, color or birth, you are aware of the wide variety 
of cultural and ethnic patterns from which our Nation has 
sprung—and from your work through your national organiza 
tion, you have become aware of the differences in viewpoint 
between Americans of different walks of life who live in set- 
tings as dissimilar from each other as the crowded sidewalks 
and subways of New York City and the rolling pasturelands 
and sparkling lakes of this fair State. 

Yet, through all these differences, you have perceived a 
sense of unity, a common set of goals, ideals and aspirations 
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that link the city dweller to the farmer, and the northerner 
to the southerner in ties that bind so closely that their other 
local differences cannot pull them apart. 

At this day-long seminar, you have been attempting to 
probe into this sense of oneness that is America, and to eval- 
uate its credo in terms of Americanism, and in terms of a 
philosophy of everyday life. This awareness of our country’s 
diversity and faith in its unity is a basic necessity to any pro- 
gram of positive Americanism. Tonight, I would like to go 
further into this program of evaluation of our American heri- 
tage and of our living by the Constitution. 

The basic feature of our constitutional system is that the 
rules by which we live have been written down so that no 
ruler of government can ever say that certain rights are not 
ours. This idea of a written embodiment of rights can be 
traced to the 13th century—to the Magna Carta—when the 
British barons forced King John to grant them certain rights 

~and they put these rights in writing, under his sign and 
seal, so he could never renege on his promise. 

When our own young country was formed, not only was 
its basic governmental document set forth in writing; but, 
despite the fact that the Federal Government was to be one 
of strictly limited powers, the First Congress insisted upon 
10 amendments to the Constitution which set forth certain 
basic liberties of the people with which the Government was 
forbidden to tamper. Thus, the slogan of the wise businessman, 
“Put It in Writing,” has in a sense been the slogan of our 
country’s political heritage—'Put It in Writing”—so that all 
men may know their rights and know the rules by which 
they live. 

In considering the importance of understanding these rules 
by which we live, 1 am reminded of the story of the boy of 
very tender years who presented something of a problem to 
his troubled parents. Although they had tried every known 
inducement, they simply could not get him to eat. After a 
number of meals at which the boy sat indifferently fingering 
his tableware, the concerned father used as a last resort the 
promise that the boy could have anything he wanted to eat. 
After thinking a bit, the boy said he wanted a worm for 
dinner. After the initial shock had subsided, the father left 
the table fuming, and said that if that’s what the boy wanted 
he would have it. He thereupon went to the garden, dug up 
the fattest worm he could find, and dashed back to the house 
with it. Slapping the worm on the boy's empty plate, the 
father told him that there it was and now he was to eat it. The 
boy set up an immediate howl! and said he would not eat it 
unless it were fried. At that, the father jumped up from the 
table and flung the worm into a frying pan with a piece of 
butrer. When it was done to a crispy brown, the worm was 
put back on the empty plate with the admonition, “Now, 
eat it.” But again the boy howled. The father indignantly 
demanded that the boy eat the fried worm, as that was what 
he had asked for; but the boy refused, protesting that he 
wouldn't eat until his father first ate half. 

With purplish countenance and shaking hands, the father 
grabbed a fork, whacked the worm in two and gulped half. 
Now, with victory at hand, the father lifted the plate with the 
uneaten half on it, held it under the boy's nose, and demanded 
that he eat. The boy burst into a rage of tears and refused. 
Seizing him by the shoulders the father roared to know why 
after his every demand had been met, he now refused to eat 
the worm. “Because,” the boy triumphantly smiled through 
his tears, “you ate the half I wanted.” 

Homely anecdotes often yield powerful themes—and to me 
this story is a classic reminder that it is a good idea to check 
the ere Be before getting into the game. Similarly, when 
we attempt to formulate a program of positive Americanism, 
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it is wise to look to the constitutional rulebook. 

A reading of the provisions of the Constitution which com- 
prise a comprehensive scheme of governmental checks and 
balances, and of the Bill of Rights with its safeguards for 
freedom of the individual and the individual’s right to speak— 
and a knowledge of the way that, from its inception this con- 
stitutional blueprint has been effectuated by a system of oppos- 
ing political parties—make it apparent that a basic rule of our 
form of democratic government is the agreement that there is 
a right to disagree. 

Our Constitution provides a framework within which all 
men are free to express their opinions and to advocate their 
acceptance in the free market place of ideas. So long as the 
dissenter, the dreamer, or the dissident is content to purvey 
his ideas in this free market place, not attempting to stifle 
others, but to answer them, and so long as he does not attempt 
to destroy this constitutional framework by force and sub- 
version, but rather is content to work within that framework 
and seek changes through the ballot box, we have a duty to 
let him be heard. 

And when we do not perform that duty, when we fail to 
speak up for the rights of what I term the honest dissenter, 
we not only fail to live up to that heritage of freedom which 
our ancestors have fought to preserve, but we lose another 
round in the battle of words and ideals we are waging with 
Moscow. As I mentioned earlier, we are, in a sense, attempt- 
ing to sell democracy to the world, and the best way to sell 
democracy is to show that it works—to show that unlike the 
masters of the Kremlin who also utter high-sounding phrases 
about freedom, we here in America actually practice what 
we preach. 

When the Russians speak of their country as democratic, 
we call them hypocrites, because under their system, no man 
is free to disagree with the regime. When the party line 
changes, all too often those officials whose views are no longer 
considered orthodox lose their lives as well as their jobs. But 
when we stifle honest criticism and when we ostracize the 
well-meaning dissenter, we are not practicing democracy either, 
but are adding fuel to the Communist fire. We must never 
forget that it is the underlying belief of our democracy that 
in a free and open encounter of opinions, truth will ultimately 
prevail over falsehood. And it is a second basic concept of 
our democracy that it is only when the people are given free 
access to all the different competing viewpoints that they can 
recognize the truth and thus choose wisely. 

The phenomenal advance of our country in its relatively 
short history is due in large part to the fact that to our shores 
have come men of vision, men with new ideas—social, eco- 
nomic, political, and scientific—who felt stifled in the Old 
World, and came to this land of youth and opportunity to 
make their dreams a reality. And as our young country grappled 
with the many problems that arose over the years—the ques- 
tion of slavery, the rise of industry, the threat of monopoly and 
the struggle of labor and farmers for better conditions—there 
were always many voices urging different solutions—pointing 
out evils and suggesting remedies. Had their voices been 
stifled—our country could not have grown, as time and again 
our history has shown that the starry-eyed dreamer of today 
is the conservative of tomorrow. You here in Minnesota need 
little reminder of the Farmers’ Alliance, the Grangers, and 
finally the Populist Party which in 1892 campaigned in the 
national elections with a platform far too radical to be adopted 
by either major party. Among measures urged in their pro- 
gram were Government loans to farmers at low-interest rates, 
a graduated income tax, tariff reduction, postal savings banks, 
shorter working hours, laws protecting labor unions, and 
popular election of Senators. Today the most conservative 
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members of all political parties would never dream of advo- 
cating the abolition of any of these once progressive ideas. 

It is because our Constitution contemplates these continual 
variations in political and social opinion, and provides for 
peaceful elections to carry out the ever-changing mandate of 
the people, that we have no need for, and cannot permit groups 
to organize who advocate violent changes in our form of gov- 
ernment. For those who advocate the overthrow of our Gov- 
ernment by force must admit that their program does not 
have popular appeal, and cannot win out in the free and open 
exchange of ideas—were their ideas capable of such a victory, 
violence would be unnec 

We are all well aware of the fact that the Communists are 
such a group. This fact was forthrightly recognized by the 
late Justice Jackson of the United States Supreme Court in 
1950. Concurring in the decision which upheld the require- 
ment of the Taft-Hartley Act, that union leaders file non- 
Communist affidavits, he said: 

“The goal of the Communist Party is to seize powers of 
government by and for a minority rather than to acquire power 
through the vote of a free electorate.” 

He added: “The American Communists have imported the 
totalitarian organization's disciplines and techniques, notwith- 
standing the fact that this country offers them and other dis- 
contented elements a way of peaceful revolution by ballot.” 

Because of the resort by Communists to violence, treachery, 
and intrigue as the means to their ends, he maintained, Con- 
gress has rightly decided that they should not be permitted 
to occupy key posts in the labor movement—from which 
positions they could attempt to paralyze the country economi- 
cally. 

Similarly, measures have been taken to prevent Com- 
munists from serving in sensitive positions in government and 
in our public schools, and the Supreme Court has approved 
these measures. Further, by security checks, Communists are 
prevented from obtaining positions in industrial plants vital 
to our Nation’s defense. These decisions and security meas- 
ures are sound, and we must constantly maintain our vigilance 
against those who seek to destroy our heritage—but we must 
always remember that basic to these decisions is the fact that 
the Communists would use violence in their attempt to make 
us accept a regime which they know will never gain accept- 
ance by constitutional means. 

In urging that while you maintain your vigil against 
Communist subversion you maintain equal vigil to insure 
that not all who disagree with the majority, politically or 
economically, are blindly labeled Communists, I realize that 
I make no simple request. It is complicated by the fact that 
while on the one hand, Communists often parade in false dress 
as advocates of liberal causes, on the other hand, we cannot 
permit a worthy movement to be defeated merely because a 
few Communists are attempting to infiltrate it. We cannot 
let certain worthwhile causes become Communist property— 
and yet we are in danger of doing so. The Communists, who 
we know have abolished all civil rights in the countries under 
their yoke, will often be heard hypocritically in defense of 
certain of our precious liberties—but these liberties do not 
become any the less precious because the Communists have 
temporarily decided to pay them lip service. Yet, all too often, 
others who then speak out in favor of those same vital rights 
are branded as Communists, or fellow travelers, for some 
believe in the old saying that: “Where there is smoke there 
is fire.” I urge you, the next time you hear that familiar theme, 
don’t rush blindly with an ax at the smoke thus created—you 
may chop at a firefighter instead of at the fire. When we strike 
blindly at all who espouse an honest and decent cause merely 
because the Communists are also paying it lip service, we 
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play right into the hands of the Communists both here and 
abroad. 

All the Communists need to do is take refuge behind the 
very civil rights which we know they are pledged to destroy, 
and then others fearful of being labeled oh ss will shun 
the term “civil rights” as a Communist label. 

A specific case in point is the fifth amendment. If our 
Founding Fathers had been told that there would come a time 
in American history when many would urge the repeal of the 
privilege against self-incrimination, they would have been 
numbed with disbelief that we could so easily suggest relin- 
quishing a right that was won by a slow and costly process 
in the fight against tyranny and torture. The idea that a man 
should not be compelled to bear witness against himself has 
been fundamental to our idea of justice in the courts, to our 
belief in man’s inherent dignity, and to our tradition that a 
man is innocent until proven guilty. But the consistency with 
which Communists have been invoking this privilege in recent 
years has led some people, in their justifiable frustration, sum- 
marily to condemn the whole doctrine, to urge its abolition, 
and to label as Communists many who speak out in favor of 
retaining the privilege. And when we react in this manner, 
we fall into the Communist trap by endangering the very 
liberties which they seek to destroy. As farmers, many of you 
know that if a borer attempts to eat into your prize apple 
tree—you eliminate the borer—you don't chop down the tree. 

This need for not letting worthy causes fall into Communist 
hands by default, and the necessity for perceiving the difference 
between Communist dogma and solid American ideals being 
perverted by the Communists, and the importance of differen- 
tiating between Communists and honest liberals in our fight 
against communism was pointed out by that very able and 
dedicated American, J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation in an article published in Newsweek 
magazine as far back as June 1947. He opened by saying: 

“Our best defense in the United States against the menace 
of communism is our American way of life.” 

He continued: “We can successfully defeat the Communist 
attempt to capture the United States by fighting it with truth 
and justice implemented with a few ‘don'ts.’” 

He then proceeded to list 10 “don'ts.” 

“Don't label anyone as a Communist unless you have the 
facts. 

“Don't confuse liberals and progressives with Communists. 

“Don’t take the law into your own hands. If Communists 
violate the law, report such facts to your law enforcement 
agency. 

“Don't be a party to the violation of the civil rights of any- 
one. When this is done you are playing directly into the hands 
of the Communists. 

“Don’t let up on the fight against real Fascists, the KKK, 
and other dangerous groups. 

“Don't let Communists in your organization or labor union 
outwork, outvote, or out-number you.” 

On this last point, I might add that Mr. Hoover's advice 
means that if a few Communists try to infiltrate your local 
organizations—don't abandon ship and hand them the organ- 
ization as a gift. Fight back and clear them from your group. 
But in order for people to be able to follow this advice, it 
means that all of us must distinguish between the Communist 
dominated group, and the group which a few Communists 
are trying to infiltrate. To the members of the latter group, 
who are trying to combat this infiltration, we must lend our 
wholehearted support, and be careful of where we pin the 
Communist label. And yet we must do this while following 
Mr. Hoover's other “don'ts.” 

“Don't be hoodwinked by Communist propaganda that says 
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one thing but means destruction of the American way of life. 
Expose it with the truth. 

“Don't give aid and comfort to the Communist cause by 
joining front organizations, contributing to their campaign 
chests or by championing their cause in any way, shape, or 
form 

“Don't let Communists infiltrate into our schools, churches, 
and moulders of public opinion, the press. radio, and screen.” 

As I mentioned earlier, we are living today through one of 
the free world’s most trying periods; the intense global nature 
of the Communist conspiracy confronts us with threats within 
and without our border. We must not grow weary and frus- 
trated at the continuing high cost imposed upon us in defend- 
ing ourselves against this threat. Too often as these frustra- 
tions mount, we hear seductive voices from within ourselves, 
as well as from our fellow men. These voices call upon us 
to take short cuts, to invoke expedients, strike for what seem 
to be quick and easy solutions. When these seductive voices 
tell us, “Deal with the enemy or suspected enemy within our 
midst the way he would deal with us, and strip him of his 
rights the way he would have stripped us’—these voices are 
actually spreading Communist doctrine. 

We must never become so completely consumed with this 
ever-present Communist threat that our thinking is motivated 
by what we hate rather than by our love of the American way. 
Unfortunately, some of us have begun to hate each other—par- 
ticularly when we are in disagreement over some fundamental 
issue. It was this condition which led a contemporary phi- 
losopher to warn that, “If we permit our hatred of Russia to 
replace our love of the American dream as the motivation of 
our lives, we will have accorded communism the greatest 
tribute to which any dogma may aspire, the power to dictate 
the thinking of its enemies.” 

It is interesting to note, that Mr. Hoover, who has been 
in this fight against communism longer than most Americans, 
concluded his list of the 10 ways to fight communism with 
the following admonition: 

“Don't fail to make democracy work with equal oppor- 
tunity and the fullest enjoyment of every American's right 
to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.” 

This necessity for faith in our democratic processes and for 
constant vigilance against both extremes which Mr. Hoover 
expressed so ably, keeps us engaged in a difficult and trying 
process. Over 100 years ago, an old American political leader, 
Fisher Ames, described democracy with pardonable vulgarity. 
He said, “Democracy is like a raft. You never sink but damn 
ir, your feet are always in the water.” And I believe, and I 
am sure you do too, that our democratic system is well worth 
the discomfort of constant wet feet. 

Striving to create a better America would be sufficient end 
in itself were there no Communist menace, but such actions 
take on new importance in the context of the cold war. Every 
time a group of Americans take positive action to prevent 
some miscarriage of justice, that means there is one less in- 
cident for the Communists to seize upon in their current 
propaganda offensive—and it also means that there is one 
more incident that an alert American press can seize upon to 
aid us in our cold war offensive. 

And on this point, | might add that I believe we should 
reorient our thinking toward the part our press should play 
in our national and international life. We should recognize 
that it not only reports news to Americans, who, as Citizens, 
are anxious to learn of mistakes which have been made that 
need correction, and who usually take it for granted that no 
news on any issue means good news. Rather, our press today 
also serves as source material for foreign news services, and 
this latter role means that equal emphasis and equal space 
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should be devoted to reporting accomplishments in our country 
which we here take for granted, and to relating the numerous 
small instances of Americanism in action which occur through- 
out the Nation. I urge this because if our news reports lay 
more stress on our occasional miscarriages of justice than they 
do on the good we practice daily, there will be conveyed to 
the world a distorted picture of American life. 

In this regard, I am reminded of a heart-warming incident 
which was related by Dr. Mordecai Johnson, president of 
Howard University in Washington. It seems that, while Dr. 
Johnson was on a train trip in the South, not too long ago, 
he noticed a fellow passenger, a young Negro boy, who seemed 
very upset and ill at ease. When Dr. Johnson asked what was 
troubling him, he replied: “I am the first Negro to be admitted 
to the University of Arkansas and I don’t want to enter. | 
feel that I will have a most unpleasant experience, but all my 
relatives and friends insist that it is my duty to go there.” 
The boy's anxiety increased as the train drew closer to Fayette- 
ville, Ark., where the school was located, and he became deeply 
concerned when, looking out the train window as he pulled 
into the station, he saw 35 white boys waiting on the platform. 
He was sure that the only motivation which could have 
brought that group to the station was to give him a hostile 
reception—a confirmation of his worst fears. However, his 
concern quickly turned to relief when, as he stepped from 
the train, one of the boys approached him, extended his hand, 
and said: “Last night a group of us were talking about you 
and how you would feel on coming to the university, and we 
decided to come here and offer you our friendship.” Those 
students were practicing positive Americanism in its best and 
truest sense. They were not antisegregation crusaders, but 
southerners born and bred who had been brought up to believe 
that segregation was proper. But now that its end was decreed, 
they had come as fellow human beings and fellow Americans 
to offer their friendship to one whose struggle to adjust to 
the new way of life seemed to be just that much more difficult 
than their own. 

It is a story like this that makes one proud to be an 
American, and I believe that it is vital in this cold war that we 
give a fair measure of publicity to these heart-warming inci- 
dents which occur day by day in all our communities, and in 
all types of situations, and which make our American tradition 
so wonderful. 

Perhaps one way to summarize the thoughts that I have 
attempted to convey to you tonight is briefly to delve back 
into history. During the 16th century, an Italian named 
Machiavelli wrote a handbook for despots, called The Prince. 
In telling rulers how to obtain absolute power and then retain 
it, he advised them to be guided by the principle that, the 
ends always justify the means. Ever since that time, tyrant 
after tyrant has resorted to Machiavelli’s theme. In those earlier 
days, these absolute rulers made no pretense about the fact that 
they wanted power for power’s sake; modern libertarians, 
however, have made it impossible for dictators to confess that 
their ends are self-seeking. Instead, in recent years we have 
seen the rise of several totalitarian movements, naziism in 
Germany, fascism in Italy, and communism in Russia. All three 
groups have professed that their purpose was to better the lot 
of their citizens. 

In particular, the Communists made claim to being the 
representatives of the downtrodden—their revolution was to 
herald a brighter day, a classless society. 

But then, they urged. since their ends were so glorious, all 
means conducive to them should be employed. Thus began 
an era of horror while the Russians collectivized their farm 
citizens, shooting rebellious kulaks and herding thousands of 
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others off to Siberia. Similarly, they purged many of the 
middle class intelligentsia who challenged their actions. Dissent 
was stifled, and many of the men who had suffered so long 
for the sake of the revolution were shot as traitors by the 
heirs of that revolution—all, as I say, in the name of progress 
and what the Russians called democracy—all on the theory 
that the ends justify the means. 

Conversely, our Anglo-Saxon heritage has always been one 
of insistence on proper procedures. Our police cannot make 
arrests without warrants—unless of course they actually come 
upon a crime being committed. Our criminal defendants are 
given every procedural aid, and are deemed innocent until 
proven guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. Men of all shades 
of political opinion are free to express their opinions verbally 
and in writing. Because we have a truly representative Govern- 
ment, and our Congressmen represent diverse views from all 
over the country, our legislative processes move slowly—and 
we don’t all agree with every law. Our courts impose rigid 
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checks to make sure that no man is deprived of life, liberty 
of property without due process of law—which means without 
proper procedures safeguarding his interests. 

If this insistence on proper procedure sometimes seems 
cumbersome, if we cannot make decisions with the lightning 
rapidity of totalitarian governments—we have always felt that 
this was a small price to pay for liberty. And this is something 
we should never forget. 

When, with our eyes fixed on a wonderful goal, we insist 
on short cuts in the name of expediency—when we stifle 
honest dissent while we preach safeguarding freedom—we are 
taking a page from Machiavelli's handbook. Democracy can 
be preserved only by democratic methods—slow and plodding 
though they be—for democracy is based on a calculated risk— 
it is based on a belief that free men exercising a free choice 
out of various competing ideas will exercise the wisest choice 
possible, and our country’s history over the past 175 years has 
justified continued faith in that belief. 


The Age of Human Emotion 


THE PAN AMERICAN DOCTRINE 
By DR. EZEQUIEL PADILLA, Former Minister of Foreign Affairs of Mexico 


Delivered at the Luncheon given by the Pan American Society of the United States in honor of the. Latin American Consular 
Corps, New York City, April 16, 1956 


R. PRESIDENT of the Pan American Society of 
the United States, Ladies and Gentlemen. 

My presence in this splendid hall makes me think 
how correct the observation is that an orator would not 
cross the street to listen to a speech but that he would cross 
a continent to deliver one. 

Exactly 14 years ago on this very spot, when I was 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of my country, I delivered a 
speech on Pan-American Solidarity. Mr. Hasler, who was 
then President of this Society, was kind enough to enable 
me to listen across a great distance to the first babblings of 
one of my sons who had recently been born in Mexico City. 
And yet, what the child said to me has remained an im- 
penetrable mystery to me. I felt myself carried away by 
emotion, because that weak little voice made me think of 
the moral grandeur of the undertaking which the free coun- 
tries were carrying out in order to leave behind for our 
children, after that era of catastrophes, a world of security 
and of Justice. 

On that day in April, 1942, we were all moved by the 
grave war news. Nevertheless, there were neither worries nor 
doubts in our hearts; our thoughts were filled with confidence 
in the final victory. In our America, the spectacle was 
magnificent; from New York's Fifth Avenue to the humblest 
villages of South America could be seen our twenty-one flags 
interwoven, forming the rainbow of Continental solidarity. 
Of course we were in danger, but at the Rio de Janeiro 
Conference our nations had determined on wise means of 
defense. It was the romantic year of American fraternity. 
We all felt proud at defending a common cause with bravery! 

Fourteen years have passed and the hopes for the permanent 
peace of the world have been frustrated. The threats which 
surround our America today are much more serious. And 
yet, the means of collective defense, and above all the con- 
viction that we are manning the same ship lack the force 
and the decision of that time. Why? Our Continent has been 
protected by extraordinary privileges: we have lived far 
from the zones of disaster. Thanks in great part to the 


formidable forces of this American Nation, our skies, our 
territories, our seas have not suffered from the horrible days 
of the war. Our peoples, unharmed, grew and prospered 
while other regions of the Earth were covered with desolation 
and ruins. Was it not natural then that the men of America 
should have purified their devotion for the redeeming doctrine 
which, in this era of anguish, has kept us safe within the 
confines of fraternity and Peace? What then is the cause for 
the crisis which has unquestionably begun to undermine the 
cordial union of our peoples these last ten years? There 
are two fundamental causes: one is the immense Soviet 
propaganda; the other the economic anarchy in which ou: 
Continent lives. 

It is very frequently said that the frightful powers of 
destruction of atomic weapons have made a new war im 
possible. Without accepting this conclusion which is not 
supported by the tragic history of man—but which fits 
admirably into communist doctrine and tactics, which is why 
the Soviets have unleashed their fabulous peace propaganda— 
the evident result is that this struggle for the domination of 
the World has been removed from the field of armed war 
to the field of peaceful conquest. This strategy grows more 
spectacular every day. And it is here, in the field of peaceful 
conquest, that communism seeks to fulfil Lenin's prophecy 
that, once the peoples of Europe and Asia are conquered, 
America will fall like a ripened fruit. In this peaceful con 
quest, Soviet propaganda is a formidable weapon. Through 
it, the Soviet Union, invaded and in flames in 1942, has 
transformed itself into the Communist Empire of 1956, 
with a billion slaves. And propaganda is not only an ideologi 
cal war, as is often said: it is a war of subversion, of 
penetration, of sabotage which, without firing a gun, under 
mines the strength of a nation until it crushes it. For this 
end, Russia spends three billion dollars per year on propa 
ganda, while the United States, to combat it, has a budget 
of three per cent of that sum! The prodigious feats of 
communist propaganda are too well known to attempt to 
enumerate them. Its work in Europe and in Asia is inscribed 








500 


in the tragic contemporary history of nations once sovereign 
and now reduced to slavery. Its mission in America is the 
same as unfolded in all parts of the World: infiltrate, subvert 
institutions, open the doors to the enemy in order to surrender 
the fate of our peoples to Police Terror and to a philosophy 
without God and without liberties. 

I have referred to operations which conspire against 
security. But there is another activity intensely directed 
against the economic integration of the Continent. The 
defense against this propaganda which tries to profit by the 
dislocation of our markets in order to spread distrust and 
create profound animosities, accusing the United States of 
exploiting our Latin American countries, is not only a job 
of vigilance, of repression or of ideological programs, above 
all it must be a job of construction. 

Permit me to recall the time when my illustrious friend, 
Mr. Sumner Welles, presented me to President Roosevelt in 
1942. After the introductory words he said: I wish that 
you would listen to the Pan-American ideas of Mexico, 
represented by Doctor Padilla. Then I unfolded before Presi- 
dent Roosevelt the ideas which I had expounded at the Rio 
de Janeiro Conference in the name of my country. The 
construction of a Continent as a harmonivus whole, not with 
the aim of establishing national or international privileges, 
but of building the well-being of the American masses, 
affirming at the same time the dignity of the free spirit. 

Not everyone is aware that we are already in the new 
Atomic Era; that is to say in the greatest revolution in 
history. The technological forces which man has conquered 
already have the capacity of creating abundance. And the 
grave danger into which we may fall is to reason with yes- 
terday’s ideas about the problems of today's revolution. 
Today's peoples, unlike those of yesterday, are aware that 
their liberation is already within the reach of man. Some 
entrust its realization to free enterprise; but others, influenced 
by Soviet propaganda, feel that is is surer and more rapid 
to achieve this liberation by means of what they call the 
system of compulsory economy, submitting themselves to 
the terror of totalitarian tyranny, that is to say, sacrificing 
present generations to attain through forced marches the 
well-being of future generations. Time does not allow me to 
analyze this imposture, but that is the thesis of communist 
China in the Orient; that is the thesis of communism in the 
whole World. In any case, the impatience of peoples rent by 
privations and misery demands a solution. In our America 
the solution is to reach an accord between all our peoples 
in order to use the new creative powers of human well-being, 
conquering the great valleys and the great rivers, the riches 
of the oceans and beneath the earth, the application of nuclear 
power and the use of the space of the Continent to create 
an American civilization which will be an advance view of 
what humanity dreams and hopes. 

The statesmen of the United States declare rightly that 
the first bastion of defense is a healthy and vigorous economy. 
This principle ought to be extended to all of America. The 
fabulous prosperity of the United States lacks persuasive 
force before the heart-rending poverty of Latin America. 
Let us bear in mind that our enemy is not communism, since 
our peoples believe in liberty. The Orient, it is often re- 
peated, supports tyranny because it has known no other form 
of government throughout the ages; but this is not the case 
of our America. Among us, all the nations have free con- 
stitutions and even in the darkest hours of dictatorships— 
where they existed—the people fought for the conquest of 
its liberties——This gathering can hardly imagine what it 
costs to dream and fight for liberty in the midst of dictator- 
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ships. For another thing, all of America is profoundly religious 
and therefore rejects a system which, like communism, denies 
men the right of worshipping God in their conscience. For 
this reason, not even doctrines of third positions or of 
neutrality have made any impression in our America, because 
they are considered morally cowardly and abject forms of 
deserting the Fortress of Duty! No! Communism is not the 
enemy; the enemy is economic anarchy in which our American 
peoples struggle. Cotton, sugar, some metals, coffee, wool 
and other fundamental products for the well-being of the 
Latin American masses constitute actual problems which, 
instead of bringing our peoples together, separate them. 
Inter-American commerce should recognize channels of se- 
curity in production, prices of primary materials and of 
manufactured products. It is comforting to observe in our 
governments the resurgence and the preoccupation with the 
authentic operation of the Pan-American Doctrine. To 
abandon these grave realities to anarchy can expose us— 
in this era when the markets of the World are in dispute, 
and when Russia openly tries to capture the Latin American 
markets—to suffer a world-wide economic defeat as dangerous 
as a military defeat; it must not be forgotten that Latin 
America is the principal purchaser from the United States, 
that it has a rapidly increasing population of one hundred 
and fifty million inhabitants, and that it possesses a great 
number of strategic materials for the hours of danger. We 
must create a powerful inter-American market. But how 
can we obtain it if our nations do not unite to deliberate 
and resolve the multiple problems which arise in an under- 
taking of such magnitude? The creation of a climate pro- 
pitious to foreign investments, the setting aside of zones 
exclusively for national investments; the reply to a growing, 
active youth with legitimate ambitions, which wants financing 
for the projects of its economic undertakings and wants thus 
to be able to maintain its independent homes, an Inter- 
American Bank which frees it from the usury that frustrates 
all its hopes; the financing and construction of tens of millions 
of lodgings for men who live in hovels unworthy of human 
dignity; hundreds of thousands of kilometers of modern 
highways and new conveyances; the application of the for- 
midable conquests of science and of nuclear energy which is 
already unfolding the magic of its force; in other words, all 
the marvelous power of modern men and even the unsuspected 
technological powers which are to come, urgently demand a 
Continental economic convention which should deal with 
plans for the creation of prosperity for the Americas. There 
is certainly a school of thought in our Latin America which 
dreams of autarchy. 

But it is sterile arrogance, contrary to the true interests of 
the people, to think that with the meager savings of our 
incipient Latin American production we can erect the 
gigantic creation of the new of the World. 

In our Latin America, cooperation among the governments 
is enormously important in order to materialize these re- 
deeming programs. In other matters they must assume the 
construction of undertakings which private enterprise cannot 
carry out. Besides the joint planning of a Pan-American 
economy, which must be made under the sign of free 
enterprise, initiative and generous action by the governments 
is also needed. 

The philosophy of profit and of free enterprise—as my 
friend Spruille Braden has demonstrated so elequently in a 
recent speech—has been the constructive force of the economic 
greatness of the United States. Until now, no economic 
system has been invented which guarantees prosperity while 
at the same time guaranteeing human liberties; but this 
philosophy of competition and profit cannot by itself have 
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the same result as an international system. This has also been 
understood by the United States which has spent fantastic 
sums throughout the world—tens of billions of Dollars— 
without any profit motive. Why, when it is a question of 
Organizing a continental economy, could the cold calculations 
of speculation and of profit not be overcome? Friendship 
and solidarity have their roots in the human heart. 

The 18th Century was the Age of Reason; the 19th 
Century was the Age of Nationalities; the present Century is 
the Age of Human Emotion. A few months ago the Tampico 
region was struck by tremendous floods; the United States 
quickly sent boats, helicopters, food, medicine and the most 
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valuable of its contributions, a team of men who, in those 
anguished hours, showed not only good will in their behavior, 
but also devotion and heroism. The change which took place 
in our Mexican souls in those few days of nobility of deeds 
and of true solidarity, is incalculable and indelible! Its 
influence can be noticed in the cordiality of the recent meeting 
of our Presidents Eisenhower and Ruiz Cortines. No cold 
and calculated diplomatic step has ever achieved such profound 
results. 

Allow me to terminate by recalling the beautiful sentence 
from Lincoln: “if you wish to convert men to your Cause, 
persuade them that you are their true friend!” 


THE PROBLEMS INVOLVED 
By ERNEST T. WEIR, Chairman of National Steel Corporation, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Delwered before the New York Society of Security Analysts, New York City, March 22, 1956 


security analysts in this financial capital of our country. 

I will comment briefly on the history and development 
of National Steel Corporation and on its present situation 
and plans for the future. Then I will talk about the steel 
industry as a whole and give some facts about the steel in- 
dustry and its problems which, I believe, have not been clearly 
stated before. Following that, I will do my best to answer your 
questions. 

National Steel Corporation really began with the purchase 
and operation of a very small tin plate mill in Clarksburg, 
West Virginia, in 1905. This start was made by a small group 
consisting of my brother, myself and a few associates. All 
of us had been connected with the tin plate division of United 
States Stee] Corporation. 

We persuaded people in Pittsburgh and New York to put 
up the money to buy the Clarksburg plant, which had been 
built a few years before that time and had gone bankrupt. 
The total investment at the start was about $150,000. As 
I say, that was the beginning of National Steel ... a few 
fellows whose principal asset was their knowledge of the busi- 
ness . . . taking over a very small plant that had never been 
proved from an operating standpoint—because the original 
company actually went bankrupt within a matter of weeks— 
and a total investment of $150,000. 

Over the years, through earning money regularly, through 
paying dividends each year beginning with 1907, through 
establishing a credit standing which was the basis for con- 
stant bank borrowing, we were able to carry on the continual 
and progressively larger building and development which has 
resulted in National Steel Corporation as it is today. 

National Steel, as you probably know, is the fifth largest 
steel producing company in the United States. It is fully 
integrated with ample resources of basic raw materials, a 
diversified line of products, and a position with the steel trade 
which I believe may be fairly described as outstanding in the 
matter of quality, service and dependability. 


6,000,000 TON CAPACITY 


Principal units of National Steel are two major steel pro- 
ducing companies. The older of these is Weirton Steel Com- 
pany which developed as a direct outgrowth of the original 
Clarksburg plant. Weirton has now an ingot capacity of 
2,800,000 tons and is one of the country’s leading producers 
of tin plate. The second major unit is Great Lakes Steel Cor- 
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poration in Detroit, Michigan, with an ingot capacity of 
3,200,000 tons. National Steel's total annual steelmaking capac- 
ity, therefore, is presently 6,000,000 tons. 

Supporting these operations are reserves of raw materials 
—iron ore and metallurgical coal—which have been built up 
over the years and which, in proportion to the size of our 
company, are not exceeded in quantity or quality by any other 
company in the steel industry. 

In addition to the steel producing units, National Steel 
includes The Hanna Furnace Corporation at Buffalo, New 
York, a large producer of merchant pig iron which is im- 
portant to the automotive industry and, of course, to the 
general foundry trade. 


STRAN-STEEL REORGANIZED 


National Steel also includes Stran-Steel Corporation. This 
division manufactures specialties at two locations—Detroit 
and Terre Haute, Indiana—and distributes them through a 
nation-wide sales organization. Stran-Steel products consist of 
a line of steel buildings for farm, commercial and industrial 
applications; nailable steel framing suitable for the construc- 
tion of such buildings as apartments, hospitals and schools as 
well as private dwellings, and nailable steel flooring for railroad 
freight cars. Stran-Steel has now been completely reorganized 
to develop a wide field of opportunity in various civilian 
markets and we expect it to be a substantial and growing unit 
of our company. 

Another division of National Steel is the National Steel 
Products Company. Located in Houston, Texas, zhis is a ware- 
house operation which distributes steel products throughout 
the Southwest. 

Our production in National Steel is concentrated primarily 
in the flat rolled steel category, although we also make bars 
and shapes for the automotive trade. Flat rolled products 
consist of hot and cold rolled sheets, galvanized sheets and hot 
and cold rolled strip steel, all of which are used by a very wide 
section of the metal manufacturing industries. We also produce 
electrolytic zinc-coated steel and, of course, a very substantial 
proportion of our production goes into tin plate, maintaining 
the major position in the production of this material which 
we have occupied since our early days. We also produce a 
variety of products in our N-A-X line, which is a high tensile, 
low alloy steel with special qualities. 

You will note that our steel is the type which goes prepon- 
derantly into the manufacture of consumer and semi-durable 
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products for which the demand has always been most stable 
and for which, in our opinion, there will be a large and con- 
tinuing growth of demand. 

We now have under way a construction program which will 
further increase ingot capacity by 1,000,000 tons over the next 
three to four years and bring National's annual steelmaking 
capacity up to 7,000,000 tons. We estimate that this capacity 
increase—together with some replacement to be done over 
the same period—will cost a minimum of $200,000,000. 

CONSISTENT EARNINGS RECORD 

This, I believe, gives the salient features in National's pic- 
ture as it is today. Our company has earned money consistently 
through the years. Its record for the payment of consecutive 
quarterly dividends goes back not only to the organization of 
National Steel in 1929 but, as I said before, extends back in 
the predecessor company to the year 1907. 

And now, I want to talk with you about steel as an industry 
and the great problems all steel companies are facing . . . to 
my mind, the greatest in the history of the industry. I can 
speak on this subject with assurance. I have been in the steel 
industry all of my life. I am thoroughly familiar with its past 
and, consequently, feel qualified to talk about its future. 

Steel has become a basic essential in the everyday life of 
the country. We now have a total steel industry capacity of 
approximately 128,000,000 tons per year. Today the industry 
is operating at full practical capacity and has been doing so 
for months past. 

Any bulge in present demand would mean an immediate 
shortage in steel. And a steel shortage, of course, would mean 
in turn interference with a great number and variety of manu- 
facturing operations throughout the country . . . resulting 
in serious financial loss, unemployment and other dislocations 
that should not happen. 


AN OBLIGATION TO BUILD 


Management in the steel industry, to my mind, has the 
obligation to see that there are no steel shortages. In other 
words, the industry has the obligation to build additional 
capacity ahead of need. In fact, I believe that at this time the 
steel industry's total capacity should be 6,000,000 tons higher 
than it is—as a guarantee against shortages. It is always the 
obligation of the steel industry to build ahead. 

Now, what does this mean? 

To me, it means that there must be built the 6,000,000 tons 
of capacity that we are short today. Then, beyond that, there 
must be built another 12,500,000 tons over the next five years 
to provide for the continual growth of population . . . in 
other words, a total increase of 18,500,000 tons. 

These are conservative figures. Others have made higher 
estimates. I do not think that anyone can raise a valid question 
as to the necessity for such a program. Now, the great problem 

. Where do we get the money? . . . not only for this pro- 
gram over the mext five years but for the much greater and 
more expensive program which will undoubtedly follow in 
the succeeding five years . . . because building in steel is now 
a continuous requirement. 

Of the 18,500,000 tons required in the next five years, I 
would say that two-thirds can be added to existing plants on 
a cost basis of about $150 per ton of ingot capacity. The 
balance of the tonnage—one-third—will cost, 1 believe, $250 
per ton on the average because, while it may be built at exist- 
ing locations, it will be more in the nature of new units. All 
told, this adds up to a cost of $3,375,000,000 at minimum. 


New PLANTS NECESSARY 
When this total of 18,500,000 tons is constructed it will 
pretty well represent the end of the additions that can be 
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made to existing plants. After that it will become necessary 
to build whole new plants—either on property adjacent to 
existing plants or at entirely new locations. 

Of course, this will raise the cost of building heavily. As 
an example, the most conservative estimate of the cost of 
building a new integrated steel plant today is $300 per ton 
of ingot capacity. And this does not include either basic raw 
materials or working capital. 

Careful analysis of all factors involved in the building of 
new plants shows that the minimum size integrated plant 
which should be constructed today is one with an annual steel 
capacity of 2,000,000 ingot tons. So on the $300 per ton basis, 
the cost would be $600,000.000. With raw materials and 
working capital included, the total would be $650,000,000. 

That, remember, is on the basis of today’s costs. There is 
every indication that there will be further increases in the 
cost of materials and labor. For that reason, I firmly believe 
that a 2,000,000 ton plant five years from now will cost $350 
per ingot ton, or a total of $700,000,000—at a minimum. 

Naturally, capital investment of this magnitude means a 
great increase in the cost of producing finished steel. In com- 
parison, just consider that the financial statements of the 
major steel companies of the country at the present time 
reflect a total value of a little less than $60 per ton of ingot 
capacity. The prices at which steel common stocks are selling 
reflect a market valuation of about $78 per ton of ingot 
capacity. And it is on these bases of value that the steel 
industry is now showing its earnings and paying its dividends. 


PRESENT EARNINGS INADEQUATE 


Compare this $60 book value and $78 market value per 
ton of ingot capacity with the $300 it costs today and the $350 
it will undoubtedly cost five years from now to build a ton 
of ingot capacity. Obviously, present earnings in the steel 
industry are thoroughly inadequate to provide the financing 
for the increased steel production that is required. As I said 
a moment ago, this requirement will be 18,500,000 tons over 
the next five years at a minimum cost of $3,375,000,000, with 
a program to follow in the succeeding five years that will be 
much more costly. 

To provide this constant increase in capacity as outlined, 
it is important that all of the companies now in the steel 
industry do their share of the required building because, 
as I shall explain later, no new producer can enter the business 
under present conditions. In other words, they really have 
an obligation to maintain their present percentages of produc- 
tion .. . and this puts on every one of them the burden of 
this tremendous financing problem. 

To illustrate what this means, I will describe our own 
position in National Steel. The minimum of $200,000,000 
that must be spent for the 1,000,000 ton increase in capacity 
and certain replacements will have to be paid out 4 cash 
income over the next four years. Because after that—imme- 
diately following—we definitely face the necessity of building 
an entirely new plant at a minimum cost—even on the basis 
of today's figures—of $650,000,000. 


WHERE Do WE Get MONEY? 


Now where do we get this enormous amount of money? 
That is the great problem. But, by no means, is it limited 
to National Steel. When I state this as our problem, I am 
stating it as the problem of all major steel companies. Further, 
not a single steel company—<ertainly not within the independ- 
ent group—<an do this financing on the basis of present 
earnings and the present dividends being paid. And unless 
they are able to do it, they certainly cannot add to capacity 
and maintain their positions within the industry. 
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National Steel certainly cannot go out on the market and 
finance the full sum of $650,000,000. I have gone into this 
matter very thoroughly with our financial advisers. The best 
we could expect to do through the sale of securities to the 
public would be to raise $400,000,000. This means that when 
we start building the plant we must have accumulated against 
this project the sum of $250,000,000 in cash or equivalent. 
On this basis it is necessary to accumulate out of earnings an 
average of $50,000,000 per year over the next five years. 

This simply cannot be done on the present earnings basis. 
And I want to emphasize again that National Steel does not 
stand alone in this situation. I am only using our company 
as an example of what must be the situation of all com- 
panies. There is one answer and one only . . . the selling price 
of steel must be advanced materially. 

You will agree that to sell securities in the amount of 
$400,000,000, the earnings on that investment must be 
assured. Otherwise, you financial people could not interest 
the public in their purchase. 

In my opinion, the steel industry's earnings have always 
been imadequate. Steel companies have not paid proper divi- 
dends . . . certainly, not dividends that reflect a proper return 
on the large percentages of earnings that have been retained 
for use in the industry. 


COUNTRY DEPENDENT ON STEEL 

Consequently, the position of the steel industry as an invest- 
ment does not compare at all favorably with that of other im- 
portant industries. Yet steel is basic. All other industries are 
to some extent and in some way dependent on it. The country 
as a whole is dependent on it because everybody uses steel 
every day. 

Obviously, the steel industry cannot do the job for which 
it has the responsibility unless it is able to raise the necessary 
funds in the financial markets in competition with other indus- 
tries. That job, of course, is the one to which I have referred 
... the building—and building ahead of need—of steelmaking 
capacity that is adequate to the requirements of this country 
under all conditions. 

The time has now definitely arrived when the steel industry 

. with this responsibility to supply this basic commodity— 
steel . . . must act on the basis of the actual facts and have 
no hesitation in saying plainly what the facts are. The central 
fact is that the earnings of the steel industry are not equal to 
its financial necessities. 

You all know that 1955 was widely acclaimed as a very 
good year in steel. And from a comparative standpoint, it was. 
Yet even in 1955—the year that was supposed to be so good 
—a study showed that 12 leading companies in various im- 
portant industries earned an average of 22.2% on investment 
compared with average earnings of 15% on investments by 
8 leading steel companies. However, if proper depreciation 
had been charged off by the industry the earnings would 
have been 11.5% on investment rather than the 15% reported. 


BUILDING OF CAPACITY OBLIGATORY 


The reason that the earnings of the steel industry have been 
entirely inadequate is because these growing necessities of the 
industry—as I have outlined them—should have been taken 
into consideration before this by executive management—but 
were not. For this there is no excuse. As I say, the building 
of additional steel capacity is obligatory on the industry be- 
cause the country will have steel and it is our responsibility to 
provide it. 

I referred to depreciation. This is a very serious matter 
because, in addition to the new building, the present proper- 
ties of the entire steel industry must be entirely replaced 
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through rebuilding in an estimated 25 to 30 years . . . and 
at high and increasing costs. Consequently, proper depreciation 
should be charged each year. That is not being done. 

Take our own situation . . . and no other steel company is 
charging more liberal depreciation than National Steel 
last year we charged off $40,000,000. Yet to replace the prop- 
erty covered by the charge over the period will take a mini- 
mum of $60,000,000 per year. 

So, as I say, even the earnings that are being shown now 
are not realistic. Now, the higher cost of building raises mate- 
rially the over-all cost of producing steel because of the much 
greater charges required for depreciation and the need for a 
proper return on the higher investment. 

The only way those in the steel business can justify addi- 
tions to Capacity at the present heavy cost is by averaging over 
existing tonnage the increased cost per ton added by new 
plants. No company starting entirely new could build a plant 
with any economic justification because that company would 
have no existing tonnage over which to average the plant's 
high costs . . . and, therefore, just could not compete. 

In other words, it is only the people who are now in the 
steel business who can hope to provide for the increasing de- 
mand for steel. They can do so only if they can get proper 
financing through having earnings that justify the buying of 
steel securities on the part of the public. 

So when you hear people criticizing some advance in the 
price of a steel commodity, you can be sure that they haven't 
the slightest idea of the facts as I have given them here today. 


FINANCING A SERIOUS MATTER 

The problem of financing additional capacity affects all 
steel companies but it is an especially serious matter with the 
independent companies. It must be remembered that 69% 
of the steel—both ingots and finished material—is produced 
by the independent companies. But unfortunately, their influ 
ence in the direction of steel industry policies is a minority 
one. 

In final analysis, our country must have steel and no excuse 
will be taken by the public or by the government for the 
failure to provide steel. So steel company managements—who, 
after all, are responsible, must now show real leadership. We 
must recognize all of the factors in the job that confronts us 
now—quit being behind and get out ahead. 

What I have given you are the facts as they apply to the 
steel industry today. I believe that these facts must be faced 
They affect all steel companies and they add up to a tre 
mendous problem. 

Question: Mr. Weir, what is the bearing of the raw materials 
situation on the steel industry's expansion problem? 

Answer: It has a very important bearing on the whole stee! 
picture. Raw materials—and primarily iron ore, are vital in 
the manufacture of steel. Steel companies must have great 
reserves of iron ore as a guarantee against the future. This of 
course requires a very heavy investment which, in effect, lies 
buried in the ground for many years before it begins to show 
a return. 

The provision of iron ore has become a much more serious 
and costly problem because reserves in the United States are 
no longer sufficient to take care of the growing steel industry 
We are going out to other sections of the world to secure iron 
ore on a much higher cost basis than applies to reserves 
within the country. As you know, large tonnages are now being 
produced and brought in each year from Labrador, Africa 
and South America. The steel industry is faced with the neces- 
sity to keep on hunting for iron ore and to provide in other 
countries at constantly increasing cost the reserves for our 
future steel production. 
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Closely related to the iron ore situation is that with regard 
to iron and steel scrap because—despite its name—scrap is 
actually a vital raw material that ranks with iron ore in 
importance. There are also reserves of scrap which consist 
of steel made in prior years which has outlived its usefulness. 
Some part of these must come to us in each year as raw 
material for steelmaking. These reserves of scrap should be 
conserved and kept within the United States. 

In the latter part of 1954, through determination of the 
State Department, all controls on this vital raw material were 
wiped out, with the result that export of scrap increased 
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rapidly. Last year about 5,000,000 tons were shipped abroad 
and as a result the price of scrap advanced. From October 1954 
to January 3, 1956 the price of heavy melting scrap advanced 
from $32.50 to $54.50 .. . an increase of $22.00 per ton. 

In addition to the serious and completely unjustified deple- 
tion of a very valuable raw material, this export of scrap has 
raised substantially the cost burden on the steel industry. We 
are —- ore into the country; why should we ship scrap 
out? All efforts to have the decision of the State Department 
changed have been without results. The flow of scrap out of 
the country continues on a heavy basis. 


Terrors of Brain-Washing Ordeal 
TORTURES IMPOSED ON RED PRISONERS 


By THE VERY REV. HAROLD W. RIGNEY, S.V.D., former Rector of Fu Jen Unwersity, Petping, China 
Delivered to The Executives’ Club of Chicago, Illimois, April 6, 1956 


talk to you about China. In fact, I have looked forward 
to this occasion for many months. 

Shortly after my release from prison (I think it was some- 
time around about last October) I was invited to speak before 
this outstanding and celebrated club in my own home town 
of Chicago. The date was postponed, I think, twice, but I 
always had this in mind and as a matter of fact I cut short 
my trip in Europe to be present on this occasion, so I am very 
glad to be here and I hope you realize that I feel very much 
honored to have this opportunity to speak to the executives of 
my own home town. 

I could talk a great deal about China. I could talk about my 
own prison experience. I could talk about the horrible police 
state under which six hundred million brave Chinese are now 
being tyrannized to live under. I could talk about many other 
things, about the persecution of the Christian churches, 
Catholic and Protestant, in China, but I thought perhaps the 
most timely subject would be to talk about brain-washing. | 
have had a lot of experience and have observed a great deal 
about this cruel, awful procedure. 


I AM very happy to be with you this afternoon and to 


BRAIN- WASHING 


Let me say that what I talk to you about now, about brain- 
washing, are things, facts and events which I, myself, have 
observed or undergone. I have read no books about this sub- 
ject. | know the term “brain-washing” was invented by a man 
named Mr. Hunter, who wrote a book the title of which con- 
tained this word “brain-washing” and I had the honor of 
meeting Mr. Hunter in New York. I have his book, but have 
never read it yet; furthermore I am not a trained psychologist. 
I studied a little bit about empirical psychology in my sem- 
inary days and also at the University of Chicago I got some 
idea of the Pavlov theory of contisdecel reflexes when I 
studied comparative neurology, but I am not in any sense 
of the word an authority on psychology. Perhaps it is a good 
thing that I am not. I would be tied up with a lot of termi- 
nology and perhaps out-moded theories that would distort and 
color experiences I have had. All I can talk to you about is 
what I have actually gone through, what I have actually seen 
myself. 

I would like to make one remark to begin with, that I have 
not been brain-washed. I was subjected to the process of 
brain-washing but I was never brain-washed. Now what do 


we mean by brain-washing? In the prisons of China, we use 
the term which in English you would translate by “changing 
your mind.” Prisoners were told day in and day out that they 
must change their minds. You couldn’t say that they must 
undergo brain-washing. That would offend the communists. 
That would be inviting an extension of your prison term. In 
Hong Kong, right up over the border of communist China 
the term was used and it was used as I would define it. I 
don’t know now how Hunter defined the term. Maybe I differ 
from him, but I'll give you the definition that we used in 
China for the same concept and which was used in Hong 
Kong. It is a very simple concept. Brain-washing simply 
means a change of attitude and a change of mind from one 
of anti-communism to one of pro-communism. That is all it is 
—a very simple thing. Perhaps you formulated anti-communist 
ideas, perhaps you have worked against the communists, you're 
a member of the Kuomintang. You resisted the encroach- 
ments of the communists, you have criticized them and now, 
by reason of the process of. brain-washing, you become brain- 
washed and you no longer criticize the communists. You think 
they are very good, you think they have a really worth-while 
program for the people of China. All you said before was just 
some false statements. Before you were a victim of propaganda 
and so-on, you are completely a changed man in mind. Such a 
person is brain-washed and the cruel process, by which that 
change of mind takes place is called brain-washing. 

I underwent a good deal of the process, but I did not come 
out brain-washed. To understand this awful process one must 
realize some of the psychological background. 


COMMUNIST WEAPONS 


The communists all over the world use two weapons wher- 
ever they have control and they are terror and deceit. They 
can’t use terror in the free world, otherwise they would be 
arrested, but they can use deceit in the free world and they 
do. In America they use deceit. In Communist China, they 
use the weapon of terror and the weapon of deceit. But please 
keep in mind that awful background of terror that every one 
in China, in Communist China, has in the background of his 
mind. It is an awful fear that he will be shor or she will be 
shot, or he or she will undergo even worse than being shor, 
being put into a wretched communist prison for life perhaps, 
or 30 years or 20 years, or 10 years. 

The year I was arrested, in 1951, they were executing in 
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Peiping alone, publicly, two to three hundred people every 
month, publicly taking them out with their hands bound 
behind their backs and their feet in chains, with a big slip of 
paper up each back, like a fish fin, with their crimes written 
on it. 

They would be put on a truck and driven through the main 
streets of Peiping and taken out to the place near the Temple 
of Heaven, and there they had to get down on their knees, with 
a soldier behind their backs with a rifle, and they would be 
shot. People would be asked to come out to see these execu- 
tions. Imagine the terror that went over the city! Any day 
you could see a truck-load of good Chinese, (they weren't 
criminals, very few were real criminals: most of them were 
ordinary, honest business people like yourselves, who simply 
did not believe in the wretched, diabolical character of com- 
munism; that was their only crime) being driven up and down 
the streets of Peiping and taken out and shot. Think of the 
terror! 

After ‘51, the executions were not so numerous, but still 
there were always public executions to keep in the mind of 
every good Chinese the terror, the fear that perhaps he or 
she would be shot. 

I remember in prison how often we were told by the prison 
wardens that we were all supposed to be spies. I was arrested 
as a spy. I deny those charges; they were false charges. And 
most of the poor fellows in prison with me were also innocent, 
I'm sure. But we were told so often that the “big problem of 
you ‘spies’ is the problem of your thinking. You must change 
your thoughts. You must destroy your reactionary thoughts, 
and if you don’t destroy your own reactionary thoughts, then 
the government will destroy these reactionary thoughts when 
the government destroys your body.” I tell you that meant 
something. 

In the first year about half of the prisoners were taken out 
and shot, so when the government said, “We're going to shoot 
you if you don’t think the way we think,” everybody knew 
quite well what the government meant. After '51 when every 
year a few prisoners were taken out and shot publicly, the 
prisoners were always reminded, “A-ha, the shooting is over 
with. Yet it may flare out again and you may be one of the 
victims, so be very careful.” That fear was in the back of the 
mind all the time. 


ATTITUDE 


The next approach was the one of attitude. Oh, the com- 
munists are very clever as psychologists. We don’t realize how 
clever, how cunning, how deceitful they are, how dangerous 
they are. 

I had night sessions the first two months, always night 
sessions. Sometimes the judge would take out time and just 
spend a couple of hours talking to me about attitude, and 
then sometimes my own cell mates would be delegated by 
the judge to talk to me about attitude, and throughout my 
whole prison term every day I heard about attitude, attitude, 
attitude. “See? Change your attitude.” We were told this, 
“You must have a good attitude. Your attitude was bad in 
the past. Your attitude is still bad, otherwise you would not 
be in prison, but you must work to change that attitude, to 
develop a good attitude.” They said it was so easy, they made 
it appear to be so easy, simply like moving from one chair 
to another. Simply change your attitude. 

When I was first arrested I told the judge, “I will never 
give up my religion. I'll die before I'll give up my religion 
and I'll never become a communist.” He said, “We aren't 
asking you to give up your religion and furthermore, you 
couldn’t become a communist if you wanted to. You aren't 
good enough to become a communist.” (Laughter) Well, | 
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felt very much relieved at that. (Laughter) At least these 
two points were quite clear. But he told me a lie when he 
said, “We are not going to ask you to give up your religion.” 
But at least that was a working hypothesis. 

He said, “We don’t ask you to give up your religion. We 
don’t ask you to give up your nationality. You can remain 
an American, so long as you are not an imperialist American, 
so long as you are one of the people.” 

I'll take that in terms of my own, Old Boy. Sure I'm one 
of the people. I'll stick to the people, the people I know, 
not the people you know, Mao Tze-tung. That is the singular, 
not the plural. 

It was very easy. “All you have to do is keep your religion, 
keep your nationality, but think well of the new government, 
study our program and think well of us. Change your attitude.’ 

But bear this in mind that every prisoner was impressed 
day after day with the need to change his attitude, which 
was a very easy, simple thing to do. He was not compromising 
any principles. He was not even giving up anything. All hi 
was doing in order to save himself from getting shot, to 
save himself from this awful terror was to just look favorably, 
look friendly toward the communist government. 


STUDY PERIODS 

The next step was the so-called study periods. This is the 
real brain-washing. In the first prison which I was in, we 
spent ten hours a day in study periods. If you weren't in 
court or if you weren't writing out some kind of a statement, 
you had to go through these ten hours of study periods and 
they were wretched. They were cruel. I don’t know if I can 
adequately describe them. I'll try 

After three years and two months, when my trial came to 
an end, I was given a sentence of ten years and then sent 
to a work prison, where I had to make match boxes, and | 
am an expert match box maker. If you gentlemen are in 
need of good, hand-made, high-class, match boxes just call 
on me. I'll do my best. 

As an expert match box maker I had to undergo two or 
three hours of study periods every day. This goes on through 
out your whole prison term, even if you are imprisoned all 
your life. You have to go through this awful brain-washing 
this awful study period studying day-after-day-after-day, and 
it’s awful. 

Most of the time I was in a little cell of about ten feet by 
eleven feet and over half of the cell was occupied by a 
wooden platform known as the “kang” and on this kang 
we slept, we ate, we mended our clothes on Sunday after 
noons or Monday afternoons if we were freed from a couple 
of hours of brain-washing. If we were far advanced in our 
thinking we were allowed to play dominoes or some kind 
of very simple game, provided we had enough papers that we 
could cut up and draw into the forms of dominoes or cards 
or something like that. It’s recreation, if you want to call it 
recreation. Ir was always undergone on that kang. In each 
cell there were seven, eight or nine prisoners 

They would assemble in the study periods in a kind of 
circle and at the head of the study period or group was the 
tou cheng, or cell head. 

I want to make one thing clear. I escaped this circle, 
of the studying, because I don’t know Chinese very we! 
I told them from the very beginning, when they were in 


the circle and they read off the articles and asked me 
what I thought abour it, I said I don't know Chinese 
I knew enough Chinese to tell them I didn't understand 


it. It was quite evident after a while that I didn’t know 
any Chinese, so they excused me, or they expelled me 
from this select circle and isolated me. Of course I suffered 
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very much from being isolated. I was persecuted very much, 
but at least I was not in this study circle, and I observed 
things. 


PRISON TORTURE 


I saw prisoners tortured there and I think I suffered when 
they were accused or beaten up and mistreated. I used to 
pray for them, even cast out the devil when they were in my 
cell. If ever I had a chance to cast out the devil, I had it 
there 

I always used to be given English literature and French. 
I could read a little French communist literature which I 
had to study and had to give an account of my thoughts and 
so on, to the cell keeper. 

So here we have a circle of seven prisoners and one of them 
is the cell leader. Now remember these are all prisoners. 
This whole process of brain-washing is not done by com- 
munists. It is done by fellow prisoners. The communists 
simply sit back and watch. They provide the articles to be 
read. They get the reports about how everything is going 
on. They direct things. They mete out more punishment for 
this prisoner, they take chains off of this prisoner, and so on, 
but they sit back and leave all the difficult work to be done 
by the prisoners themselves. The cell leader, at least once 
_every week, has to give a report about everybody in his cell; 
how they behave, how they think, what they do, especially 
how they think, and if he is not quite certain that he knows 
how a prisoner thinks he will take a prisoner to one side 
and ask him what his thoughts are, what he has been thinking 
about, and if he is very reluctant he may be punished, accused 
or they will ask him a specific question. 

“What do you think about the dropping of germs by the 
American Air Force on this village in North Korea? What 
do you think about that report? What do you think about 
he report in which we learned that ten thousand American 
soldiers were killed last month? What do you think about 
that?” You can't escape a question without giving an answer. 
You must say something. Of course you have to be very 
delicate. You can’t say too much, otherwise you get years 
added to your sentence. You have to say something, otherwise 
you'll be called a liar. You will undergo some more torture, 
so you have to say something to the fellow, who jots it down 
and gives a report on how you think. So here we have the 
circle 

We have the cell leader who observes every member and 
is going to report on every member. He gets the Peiping 
daily paper, The Peoples’ Daily, and certain articles will be 
marked off with red crayon to be studied, only certain ones 
are picked out by the judge or the warden, and the cell leader 
will give this to, let's say, Prisoner Number One. He will 
say, “Read this article.” So Prisoner Number One reads the 
article. Let's say all these articles are very practical, up-to-date 
articles, nothing about the theory of communism, nothing 
about Karl Marx, whom China has quite forgotten. Every- 
thing is about up-to-date questions that are going on in 
China now. It might be a question like this: The Sino-Soviet 
Treaty of Friendship. I shudder when I think about this 
treaty of friendship, how they misuse the words. 

Let's keep to their terminology. It is an article com- 
memorating the Sino-Soviet treaty of friendship which was 
concluded in Moscow—Moscow, not Peiping—at the end 
of 1950. So Number One reads it very carefully, and everybody 
has to pay attention. You are not allowed to let your eyes 
wander up or down. God help you, if you fall asleep; if you 
are so tired from court sessions night after night, loss of sleep 
that you fall asleep, as soon as anyone sees you sleeping they 
shout, “Wake up!” Then the whole circle has to join in 
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shouting “Wake up!” If anyone doesn’t join in the accusation, 
the cell leader notes this. Here is a prisoner who is not 
shouting. That goes against him. If he wants to save himself, 
perhaps from getting shot or getting a life sentence or getting 
ten years added to his sentence, he has to join everything. 
Now, think of the violence that does to the finest sentiments 
of the men, and listen, my friend, don’t think that only 
Chinese engage in shouting. No, all classes do. 


THE “THIRD DEGREE” 


I had contact with 400 to 500 prisoners. They are always 
moving the prisoners around. The Chinese had to join in this 
kind of torture and so did the foreigners. I have seen well 
educated Germans, rich people, as rich, probably as anybody 
in this room, multi-millionaires, sit down and join in this 
awful thing. I have seen Russians, White Russians, I have 
seen Italians, I have seen Japanese, (and the Japanese have 
a record of courage) and even Americans. I have had no 
Americans in my cell, but I know from other reports that 
even Americans join in this kind of hooliganism, so every- 
body joins in the thing. I didn’t join in. I was isolated because 
I couldn't join in. Because I was isolated then, I got a long 
sentence. I got ten years in prison. So everybody pays very 
close attention. 

Number One finishes his article. Number Two reads this 
over again and everybody pays very close attention. Then, 
perhaps Number Three reads this over again, completes 
it; like a bunch of nincompoops. Here are educated men, 
practically everybody can read and write, and that means 
they are among the educated class, business people, lawyers, 
physicians, and they are treated like a bunch of dummies; 
they have to sit down and hear this wretched article read 
over three times. Number Four repeats the contents of the 
article which they have just heard read. This person is in chains, 
handcuffed, in fetters, which means he is in a bad way. He 
is very reactionary. All right, Number Four gives a summary 
of the article, but he forgets one point. The tou cheng gets 
very angry. “You have left something out. What have you 
left out?” 

The fellow may be trembling. He will fish around and 
finally remember what he left out. 

“All right, now, why did you leave that out?” They start 
working on this poor fellow. He might say, “Oh, I have a 
poor memory.” 

“You're a liar. That's only an excuse. Why did you leave 
that out?” “Well, I was always a very poor student in history. 
I always had low grades.” 

“You're a liar. Why did you leave that out?” 

So they keep after him. The whole cell is on his back until 
he says, maybe like this: “I left it out because I wanted to 
hide it.” 

“Aha, now you're really telling the truth. Why did you 
leave that out? For what reason?” The poor fellow has to 
say something incriminating. 

“Well, I left it out because I thought that the Russians 
were never our friends, and how can they be our friends 
now?” “Why do you think that way?” and so on. He says, 
“I hate communism.” 

“Aha, now you're honest. You hate communism. Now, 
why did you tell us a lie in the beginning? Why did you say 
you forgot the point?” 

He has to go through all these questions until he simply 
degrades himself, tells a pile of lies about himself, tells things 
he never had in his mind, in order to save himself from 
perhaps hours of accusation, hours of do-chening, because if 
he remains stubborn and takes time out, they will work on 





HA 


him 
until 
neve 
has « 


actior 
“yy 
the n 
“A 
reacti 
thous 
Th 
see h 
You 
the | 
encro 
circle 
is a ' 
and 1 
end, 
no m 
Th 
that t 
help » 
Yo 
and | 
for h 
them. 
wrons 
"Ve 





HAROLD W. RIGNEY 


him all day, all night. They'll bring groups from other cells 
until the man breaks down and incriminates himself. I have 
never seen anybody stand up to this. So this poor fellow now 
has completed the summary. 


DESTROYING REACTIONARY THOUGHTS 


Next man—"“You summarize this.” Perhaps he is very well 
“advanced” in his thinking. He may leave out one or two 
points. He won't get punished too much, but he will be told, 
“Do you see that man in chains, that reactionary? Do you 
want to go back in chains? You have been in prison for years. 
You have made no progress. You're as reactionary as the day 
you came in. Why did you hide these?” He gives a good 
answer. 

“T'm still reactionary.” 

“All right, you'd better try to be better. Reform yourself.” 

And so to the next man, and the next man and then by 
this time they all can give the article pretty well by heart. 
What has happened? This article has been read by three 
people and the other four or five have given a resume of ir, 
so it’s pretty well impressed upon the brains of everyone in 
that room. Then the next round takes place. 

“What reactionary thoughts did you have when that article 
was read?” In 1951 everybody had to have reactionary 
thoughts when he heard an article read, and if he didn’t get 
a reactionary thought, he had to invent one. 

I had a very good friend, an Italian doctor, a very fine 
man, and this poor fellow knew a little Chinese, and he was 
always in the circle, and he used to be trembling with fear 
all the time to try to get a good reactionary thought. If he 
didn’t have one he'd try to invent one, otherwise he’d have no 
peace. Of course he couldn’t invent one that was too reaction- 
ary, or he'd get five or ten more years on his sentence, or get 
chains, but it had to be one enough reactionary to be definable 
as reactionary—medium, not too extreme. The middle way 
is the way of virtue. 

Also in this process, Number One comes up with a re- 
actionary thought. 

“Well, I thought the Russians would gain control over 
the northeast of Manchuria.” 

“All right, now you're honest. You have come out with that 
reactionary thought. Why do you have that reactionary 
thought? What is wrong with that?” 

Then they curse him up and down psychologically. “You 
see how reactionary you are? You see what attitude you have. 
You should never think that way. How can you think that 
the Russians, who are the first friends we ever had, can 
encroach upon us?” And so on. Every other member of the 
circle has to criticize him, knock him all around, and if he 
is a wise man he will simply sit there and not say a thing 
and nod his head—“Yes, yes, I see I was wrong.” In the 
end, “Now, have you got that thought any more?” “No, no, 
no more thought.” 

The next day the tou cheng may ask you, “Did you have 
that thought you had yesterday?” If you say, “Yes”, then God 
help you. 

You're allowed to bring out your reactionary thoughts 
and have them criticized and destroyed. You get punished 
for having them but only half as punished as if you keep 
them. So you say, “No, I'm convinced now. I see I was all 
wrong.” 

“Very well, next man. What reactionary thought did you 
have?” 

“I didn’t have any reactionary thoughts.” 

“What? You're a liar. Look at you. You have got chains 
on, fetters. You're a reactionary. You must have reactionary 
thoughts. If you weren't reactionary you wouldn’t have chains 
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on. You wouldn't even be in this prison. Do you doubt the 
peoples’ government, that they would keep you here if you 
weren't reactionary? You're in this prison, so you must be 
reactionary, and if you are a reactionary you must have 
reactionary thoughts. Now, you're just a liar. You're hiding 
these reactionary thoughts. What is your reactionary thought?” 

The poor fellow must have one. He invents one; so all 
along, down the whole line. Everybody comes out with some 
reactionary thought, which is criticized, and the poor fellow 
is beaten up psychologically. Keep that in mind. 

The next round—"“Now what good thought did you have 
when you heard that article?” Aah, the wonderful oratory, 
lovely stuff! That was a chance every prisoner had to 
show how reformed he was—ending on that wonderful 
story about the first friend China ever had, the one hundred 
years the imperialist nations of the West, imperialist America, 
imperialist Great Britain, imperialist France, imperialist 
Japan, imperialist old Russia, were encroaching and exploiting 
upon us, and now the first friend we have ever had, Russia 
is coming to our aid. And the next one goes on with this 
same kind of praise and adulation of this wonderful treaty 

What has happened? A very practical and timely topic 
has been brought up. All the critical thoughts that could 
have been thought have been brought out and knocked to 
pieces. Everyone has been punished for having critical 
thoughts and then a lot of good thoughts have been brought 
up in favor of it. 

Often, sitting by myself, after dinner when I had been 
thinking anti-communist thoughts, brooding over something 
about communism which I didn’t like, some member would 
say, 

“What are you thinking about, Rigney? What is on your 
mind?” “Nothing.” “You're a liar. We could see it on your 
face. You had a reactionary thought. What is that reactionary 
thought?” I had to come up with some reactionary thought 


or I'd get abused. 
DOUBLE THINKING 


I guess my face expresses my thoughts more than I realize 
but I came to the point where, when I had a reactionary 
thought, a critical thought of communism, I would expel 
this from my mind for fear that I would express this on my 
face and I would be punished, until one day, after a couple 
of weeks or more, I woke up. I would say, 

“What is the matter, am I a free man or not? Am I free to 
be critical of communists or not? 

“Yes, 1 am going to be very critical of communism. | 
am going to hate this system which is intrinsically evil. | 
am going to keep on hating it. When I get a spell of nursing 
my hatred against communism, I'm going to have another 
thought in my mind. When they say, ‘Rigney, why are you 
so gloomy? What is on your mind?’ I would come out with 
the other thought.” 

I would say, “I was thinking that my mother died 45 years 
ago today.” That is reason for anybody to feel gloomy and 
depressed, so I got off. Or I would tell them, at another time 
of the year, that I was thinking about the fact that today 
or next week—was my birthday. “I've been in prison for 
three years, four years, and I'm nowhere near getting out 
It's my birthday.” Well, that’s a good reason. 

The one that won me the most freedom from persecution 
was the story about my little nieces and nephews. I'd tell 
them I was thinking about my little nieces and nephews 
back in Chicago. I had never seen them, and I'd love to see 
them. “They're getting big now. I wonder if I'll ever have 
a chance to see them.” That saved me so much persecution 

Now, mind you, I was a priest. I had the education of a 
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priest, and yet I had come to that stage where I would not 
think anything anti-communist, until I woke up to the 
realization that I could do it by a double thought. 

What about the other poor prisoners? Did they have a 
similar subterfuge? I don’t know; I don’t think so. I presume 
that they just got to the point—with all this browbeating 
and brain-washing—where they would not allow an anti- 
communist thought in their heads. 


“WASHED UP” 

They developed a habit. I wouldn't say it was conditioning. 
I know nothing about Pavlov’s theory, but I will say they 
developed a habit of not having any anti-communist thoughts 
in their minds. On the contrary, they developed a habit of 
having a number of pro-communist thoughts, so when a 
certain concept came to mind, right away, they'd come out 
with a whole string of wonderful ideas about communism; 
nothing critical. Such people are beginning to be brain-washed. 
When they go through this process, year after year, they will 
feel that way. 

And remember, the communists had plenty of time. They 
go through this process in which all the practical problems 
of China are brought up, and they are all solved in a way 
favorable to Communism, and they develop this habit of 
thinking well about the Communists, of avoiding anything 
critical about the Communists. After some years they are 
brain-washed; they are safe to be returned to society. They 
will never do any harm to the communists. They are mechan- 
ized. They are no longer behaving or acting like human 
beings; they are acting like machines. 

! often thought in my prison that we were treated just 
like dogs. If you want to train a dog, you give him something 
he likes when he does something you want him to do. 
If he fails, you punish him. That's the way we prisoners were 
being created. If we thought the way they wanted us to 
think, we got the chains off, perhaps, or we got certain 
privileges. If we didn’t, we got punished. So, in this way, 
everyone was brought to the point of being brain-washed. 

What I say now about prisoners, what I observed in the 
prisons, is going on throughout the length and breadth of 
China. Six hundred million people are being subjected to 
brain-washing, perhaps not as severely as I have seen it in 
prison, but nevertheless, essentially, the same. All the school 
teachers, all the professors, all the businessmen—there are 
not very many left, all the professional men, the workers, 
all the farmers, even the central committee of the Communist 
Party, undergo this continual brain-washing, this continual 
process of being forced to look at things the way the head 
of the government, Mao Tze Tung, looks at things. That is 
the awful picture of what is going on in China. 

I see I have talked too long. I could talk very much about 
this, and also about the police state there. There is a police 
state in Communist China that is simply terrible. 

You can’t move. You can’t say a word against the govern- 
ment. You can't even think about the government's being 
bad without being punished. That is another subject. 

[ will be willing to answer any questions that any of you 
may ask me 

PRESIDENT BORSCH: Thank you very much, Father 
Rigney, for your very interesting story. 

The first question: “Do you think Christianity still has a 
chance to regain freedom in Red China?” 

FATHER RIGNEY: The Christian Church, both Catholic 
and Protestant, is undergoing a very severe persecution in 
China today. I see no chance of the churches of China regain- 
ing their freedom. It is impossible for them to regain their 
freedom by an internal revolution. The police state is so 
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thoroughly organized that it is impossible. The only other 
way would be an attack from the West, by a number of 
Western powers. This means war. I can’t advocate war, but 
that is the only way I can see, naturally speaking, for freeing 
China of communism, as well as freeing the churches of China. 

The other thing would be a miracle. The outlook is not 
bright. The present Christians of China are standing up 
heroically, wonderfully. I have the greatest admiration for 
the way the Chinese are standing up, but the Communists 
are aiming at destroying the churches by the next generation 
by keeping them from learning anything about the religions 
of their forefathers. 

Question: “What is the status of the Catholic Church in 
Communist China?” 

FATHER RIGNEY: The Catholic and the Protestant 
churches are both undergoing very severe persecution. I think 
it is the worst in history, because it is very subtle and very 
thorough. And don’t let people who come out of Peiping 
tell you that there is no persecution of the church in China. 
They may see a few churches, as in the Catholic field, which 
are no longer Catholic churches, that are under the communist 
party, that are really nationalist churches, with signs in front 
of them, “Reformed Church,” which means they are not 
Catholic churches. There may be the externals of the Catholic 
church. These reporters, these visitors, see all this, and say 
there is no persecution in China. That is a false statement. 
There is persecution. It would take me a long time to explain 
everything, but that is the answer to the question in a few 
words. 

PRESIDENT BORSCH: Along the same line, Father: 
“How many Catholic parishes are still functioning in China? 
How many Catholics still attempt to practice their religion, 
approximately?” 

FATHER RIGNEY: It would be very difficult to say 
how many parishes are still functioning. In Peiping, (with 
which I am better acquainted) the four big churches are no 
longer functioning as real, free Catholic churches. There are 
perhaps one or two, and maybe a few little churches, which 
are allowed to carry on as Catholic churches, in order to 
confuse people. 

A great deal of the Catholic life is going on in secret, 
underground. I could tell you many very touching stories 
about that. The penal days of Ireland are now being relived 
in Communist China, but in a much more severe way, 
because those surroundings are not Christian, but 91 per 
cent pagan, and many of the pagans are very apt to report any 
Christian activities in order to gain some kind of advantage 
for themselves. 

I think most of the Catholics and Protestants of China 
are still very loyal and still practice their religion as much 
as they can. Most of the Catholics will not go to mass in a 
Nationalist church. They won't receive the sacraments from a 
priest of the Nationalist church. They will wait until they 
can go to communion or sacrament to some loyal priest, or 
else they don’t go to any church at all. 

They say their prayers in private. They carry on the best 
they can in private. All I can say is that I have the greatest 
respect and the greatest love for these good Christians of 
China. God bless all of them! 

PRESIDENT BORSCH: I don’t know whether you an- 
swered this, Father: “Are there other priests still held 
captive?” 

FATHER RIGNEY: Yes, there are about 600 Chinese 
priests and bishops held captives, and I feel very sorry for 
these poor Chinese, because they have no powerful gov-rn- 
ment such as I had to speak up for them, and they are 
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undergoing terrible tortures. Many of them have been shot. 
Many are serving lifelong imprisonment, and many 20 and 
30 years of imprisonment. There are perhaps about a dozen 
or a dozen and a half foreign priests still in prison. 

Question: “Were you permitted to say holy mass, to 
distribute holy communion? Was any freedom of religion 
permitted at all?” 

FATHER RIGNEY: I was in prison four years and two 
months, and during these 1514 days I never was allowed to 
say mass, | was never allowed to hear mass, I was never 
allowed to use my breviary; I was never allowed to visit or 
pray before the Blessed Sacrament. I was actually forbidden, 
three times, to pray. I was forbidden to think about God. 

I prayed every day, as I did every day in my life, but 
officially I wasn’t allowed to pray. God was excluded from 
prison, the same as God was excluded from Hell. 

Question: “Do you believe brain-washing is a Chinese 
invention, or perhaps comes from George Orwell's book, 
'1984'?” 

FATHER RIGNEY: As far as I can see, I think brain- 
washing developed with the Russians, and perhaps contribu- 
tions were made by the Nazis. These, I think, were the 
ones who started it. The communists of China made additions, 
but they were under the control of the Russians. 

Communism in China is not a Chinese institution. It is 
a foreign institution; it is a Russian institution. And Peiping 
is full of the Russian advisers. They control everything in 
Peiping. 

There are many stories about them. For instance, you will 
see communists coming down Morrison Street in Peiping 
with suitcases. They get a big salary from the Chinese 
Government, much bigger than a Chinese would get, and they 
have to go out and buy clothes. They come to Peiping 
looking very poor and wretched, but they get high salaries 
and go out and buy clothes, fountain pens and watches, so 
that the Chinese started to say, “Ah, the Soviet Union! The 
Soviet Union must be paradise, because nobody wears clothes 
there.” 

PRESIDENT BORSCH: Here's a double-barreled question, 
Father: “Does our State Department impose any form of 
censorship on you, and what do you think of the military 
strength of China and Russia?” 

FATHER RIGNEY: I am very proud to say, as an 
American, that my State Department has imposed absolutely 
no censorship on me. 

The military strength of Communist China is strong, as 
to numbers. Their equipment they get from Russia. Their 
manpower is immense. 

I was told that Italy put about one-fifth of its population 
in the field in the last war. If Communist China would do that, 
you would have 120,000,000 men in service, so its reserves 
are very great. 

Their equipment is very inferior, but they are working 
hard to build up, and they are getting advice from Russia 
in building up. 

You know more than I do about the military power of 
Russia. It is great. They have the atom bomb, and many 
things. They have very good planes, good tanks. 

They have learned a good deal from the West. We go on 
teaching these people how to arm, how to fight, to kill us. 
I don’t know why we do it, but we've done it. We have 
paid for it in the young men of our land. 

PRESIDENT BORSCH: I'm not sure that I understand 
this question, Father. Perhaps you can straighten it out. 

“In your opinion, will Nationalist China again gain control 
of its freedom from totalitarian opposition? If so, when?” 
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FATHER RIGNEY: Well, I assume that means, “Will 
Nationalist China ever be able to overthrow the totalitarianism 
of the mainland?” 

I do not think the Nationalist Government could do it 
alone, because its military power is very small compared to 
the military power of Communist China. And, don't forget, 
Communist China has all the resources of Russia behind her 
The only way I can see the Nationalists could do anything 
would be in cooperation with the Western powers. This 
would call for a concerted invasion of Communist China 
by the leading Western powers of the world. Then the 
Nationalists could make their contribution, 

I am quite sure they would do well, and I am also quite 
sure that should there be an invasion of Communist China, 
if the invading forces would win a number of victories 
one would not be enough; there would have to be a number 
of victories along the coast—hundreds of millions of Chinese 
who are now opposed to the Communists would very 
willingly defect from the communists and go over to the side 
of the invading army, but the invading army would have 
to prove its power by victory; otherwise the poor Chinese 
peasant couldn't risk his life by showing any sympathy with 
the invading forces. 

PRESIDENT BORSCH: We'll have two more questions, 
Father. 1 have one here that looks interesting. It is a little 
difficult to read; I'll try it. 

“We see communist infiltration and subversion in the 
Middle East, Far East and other areas that we are constantly 
trying to neutralize. What would you think of the idea of 
assisting anti-communist elements in underground activities 
in Russia and China, in an attempt to overthrow Red rulers, 
thus eliminating this evil at the core?” 

FATHER RIGNEY: I would favor that if it would be 
possible. 1 think it would be very difficult to do this in 
Communist China, and perhaps also in Red Russia, becaus« 
I think the underground has been so thoroughly uprooted 
that I don’t think there is much of an underground of any 
power in Communist China. 

I do think we could do a lot by such programs that are 
now carried on by, I think, Radio Free Europe, which is 
hated very much by the Communists. I know that from the 
papers I have read in my “indoctrination” courses. 

PRESIDENT BORSCH: This will be the last question; 
perhaps you have just answered it, Father: “What 
America do if we are to defeat communism?” 

FATHER RIGNEY: I would say, for the home front, let 
us continue with our building of our own natural wealth 
our own material wealth, our own spiritual wealth, with 
the clearance of slums, the abolition of color segregation, the 
improvement of labor conditions, medical services. I think 
all these help very much to keep communism out of America 

And another factor which should not be forgotten—let 
us develop our spiritual lives, our religious lives. The greatest 
obstacle to communism—which is essentially materialism 
and atheism—is our religious culture, our religious heritage 
Our culture is fundamentally a Christian culture; let's not 
forget that. Let’s develop that Christian aspect of our culture 
Let's return to God. Let's be good Christians, and practice 
our religion. This will be our biggest strength against com 
munism here in the United States. 

As far as the Communist countries are 
said before, I see no way out of this, outside of 
I can’t advocate war. We can only pray and beg God to work 
a miracle. God can work miracles to free these countries of 
the oppression of communism. If Russia would disintegrat 
then China would disintegrate soon afterward. 
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our country lies in the fact that the blind allegiance 

to a single political party persuasion, so prevalent 
among our voters only a few years ago, is steadily yielding 
to another force—loyalty to reason and better knowledge 
rather than labels and slogans. 

For almost a century many of the States of the Union, in 
fact whole blocs of them in various parts of the country, have 
been looked upon as being “solid” supporters of one political 
party or another, regardless of the merits of a party's proposals, 
or its record of achievement on behalf of the people. 

Today, however, that unhealthy condition has changed, and 
slowly but surely, in every part of the Nation, in every State 
of the Union, many of the segments of the voting population 
once considered by political planners to be in the “bag” now 
are in the “doubtful” column until the last political debate 
has ended and the last vote has been counted. 

The demagogue who attempts to sway the thinking of the 
people through the use of moth-eaten political clichés, or by 
resurrecting long dead political passions in an effort to gain 
support through the preachment of insensible party loyalty, 
is being replaced by the political leader who deals in basic 
principles, undisputed facts, and living issues of the day. 

No single political party on the American scene today can 
claim for itself the sole possession of all of the virtues that 
constitute the woof and the warp of our political fabric. And 
it follows that the evils, the mistakes, and the shortcomings 
of our political structure represent a common heritage of all 
organized partisan groups. 

Political parties are a prime necessity in any country where 
popular government prevails. They represent a necessary 
channel of expression and action for the population of any 
nation which has adopted the basic principles of the freedom 
of man and the dignity of the individual. 

Here in America, the modern form of political organization 
has reached its zenith, freedom of expression has attained a 
degree of refinement found nowhere else in the world, and 
leaders who are interested in the welfare of the United States 
naturally align themselves on one side or another of the ques- 
tions of the day, arraying themselves against others of different 
persuasion in a healthy, intellectual, and bloodless exchange 
of ideas. 

During the intense and widespread debate which generally 
precedes an election in the United States, discussions of the 
merits of planks and platforms of the various political parties 
are conducted in an orderly manner, and most of our loyal 
and intelligent voters, regardless of their own political regis- 
tration, past party affiliations, or personal likes or dislikes of 
particular candidates, endeavor to draw their conclusions and 
to cast their ballots in favor of those who represent the best 
interests of our country. 

It is in this patriotic and progressive frame of mind that 
the men and women of the United States study and investigate 
for themselves, so far as is possible for them to do so, all the 
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major issues of a campaign, and willingly shift their convic- 
tions when they are convinced that reason justifies a change 
in thinking. 

This ability of American voters to swing their support from 
one political party to another, at each presidential election, is 
evidence of the intellectual and moral courage possessed by 
our people. It stresses the fact that they are free in their think- 
ing processes, and that they have liberated themselves from the 
shackles of unreasoning partisan adherence that would bind 
them to support of a political organization solely because of 
their previous voting practices. 

All this signifies the growth of a large and deciding group 
of independent voters, a dominating factor in our political 
life of today, and the balance of power which all parties should 
endeavor to direct through careful, unbiased, and able presen- 
tation of the issues of the hour. 

The political campaign now being readied for the purpose 
of electing a president of the United States is one of unusual 
importance. We know full well that the two major political 
parties will be arrayed in this intellectual combat in an effort 
to persuade the thinking of the American voter. We do not 
know who one of the two contending nominees will be. But 
the issues which their parties will debate already are taking 
form. 

Even now the independent American voters are beginning 
to weigh them carefully, awaiting each new parry and thrust 
in the — dueling arena with open minds that will refrain 
from forming conclusions until the last argument has been 
presented. 

Thus, we know that the forthcoming election will not be 
decided by blind fealty to any one party, or to any one can- 
didate. The intelligent American independent voter will mark 
his ballot upon the basis of principles—as well as of the 
popularity of a party or a personality. These free-thinking 
voters will decide who will be our president for the next 
quadrennium, and which politicai organization will be en- 
trusted with the administration of our national affairs during 
the fateful years ahead. 

The issues in this campaign will be as serious as any that 
have faced the American people during the past 100 years. 
They involve not only the course of our policies at home, but 
the relations of our government with the balance of the 
world, and at a time when there are sharp differences of 
opinion over domestic problems, and when our decisions in the 
field of foreign affairs are likely to determine our fate for the 
next century. 

We are approaching our established quadrennial! political 
parting of the ways in the typical American manner and the 
election will be decided upon practical, not sentimental, issues. 

A multimillion ballot victory of yesteryear is no longer an 
assured guarantee of continued partisan support from our 
independent voters—a party must preach and produce on the 
foundation of sturdy American principles, in harmony with 
the changing times, accomplishing what it has advocated, and 
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advocating the loftiest ideals of government for a people bred 
to liberty and ingrained with an honest national conscience, 
if it hopes to win the independent voter's support. 

I contend that the independent American voter will exert 
a deciding influence in the forthcoming presidential election, 
and that the successful political party will be the one that 
earns the support of these self-reliant citizens. 

And furthermore, I contend that our American independent 
voters are not leftists, or rightists—but that they are men and 
women who are interested in the progress of our national 
affairs through the employment of a policy of orderly, con- 
structive moderation in the conduct of government. 

These people are not interested in revolutionary proposals 
that promise a panacea for our isolated economic ills. They 
offer no support for those who would jeopardize our delicate 
position in world affairs through the use of ill-conceived, hasty, 
or intemperate political or military action. 

The independent voters of America represent a solid core 
of clear-thinking patriots who understand that the solution 
to our problems at home and abroad will be found in careful 
planning in our domestic programs, and an understanding of 
the legitimate aspirations of those with whom we deal in 
foreign affairs. 

This balance of power exercised by the independent voter 
is healthy insurance that our country will not move too far to 
the extreme left and embrace state socialism. And it likewise 
is protection against a mass migration of minds toward the 
extreme right where the pressures of misunderstanding, hatred, 
and violence are formed. 

We have found, during our life as a nation, that whenever 
one political group in power has strayed from its legitimate 
role in the administration of our affairs, our independent voters 
have withdrawn their support from such political adventurers 
and delivered it into the hands of more moderate thinkers. 

These independent voters, one of the balance wheels and 
sound hopes for the continuation of good government in the 
United States, represent a staunch mainstay of the economic 
system that supports our American way of life. This system, 
sometimes known as private enterprise, or free competition, 
and sometimes termed the incentive or the profit motive, 
came into being naturally as the result of several vital basic 
assets in our national structure. 

These basic national assets may be enumerated as the natural 
resources which have been bestowed upon us, the moral and 
cultural heritage with which we have been enriched by millions 
of emigrants from other lands, the advancement of the poli- 
tical doctrine of freedom of the individual and the dignity 
of man, and the element of Christianity on which we base our 
mode of existence. 

These national assets, which we have conserved and devel- 
oped along with our system of private enterprise, have pre- 
served our existence as a free people and our freedom as indi- 
viduals during a period of time when a multitude of other 
governments have fallen into ruins, and hundreds of millions 
of people in all parts of the world have undergone the indig- 
nity of being shackled with the manacles of political, religious, 
and intellectual slavery. 

No argument is necessary to uphold the premise that other 
peoples of the globe, regardless of where they live or the 
tongues they speak, harbor in their breasts the same ambitions 
which have enabled us to become a leader among the nations 
of the world. 

Why, then, is there such a difference between the results 
achieved by the American people, and the people of other 
countries of the world? 

The difference lies in the fact that we here in America have 
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allowed one another to translate our aspirations into realities 
and to realize our ambitions. 

This difference, I believe, lies in the comparison between 
our form of economic activity and those practiced by other 
peoples of the earth. The difference does not lie in brain 
power, because we have no monopoly on intelligence. It does 
not lie in resources, because our percentage of the bounties of 
the earth is mot an advantageous one. Nor does it lie in 
muscles, for physical strength is not an advantage possessed by 
any single nation. 

The difference is in the manner in which we have managed 
our national assets through the simple workings of our system 
of private enterprise. Free competition has resulted in a pace 
of economic progress here in the United States, followed at 
a slower rate in other sections of the world, unparalleled in 
history. 

Rapid progress has been the exception, rather than the rule, 
during mankind's recorded history. The Java man and those 
who followed him required almost 500,000 years to master 
the simple technique of cave-dwelling. Those who lived 
during the Stone Age worked for 15,000 years before they 
realized the superiority of polished bone over chipped bone 
tools. 

And rapid progress is not necessarily a never-ending element 
in the life of a people or of a nation. Only fragmentary traces 
remain of some of the greatest tribes who dominated their 
then known world thousands of years ago. Countless empires, 
rich with culture and material things, have crumpled into 
dust, and today are known to modern man only because 
they are paragraphs in history books. 

Our rave of progress over the past half century is unequalled 
in the annals of mankind. But it, too, will suffer the erosions 
of time, unless we are mindful of the dangers of adventuring 
into unknown political paths, or of embracing untried and 
dangerous economic systems that beckon the reckless and 
the unwary. 

All of the great inventions which freed mankind from 
the slavery of endless back-breaking work in the elementary 
task of preserving life have not originated among Americans. 
But we have utilized the machines, the devices, and the 
systems and methods available to us, and we have created 
more of our own in an effort to make our way of life a 
better one. The application of mechanical energy, from the 
day of the steam engine to the splitting of the atom, has 
been a field of endeavor in which Americans have excelled 
We have increased men’s productivity through the use of 
mechanical energy, while others have been content to rely on 
the winds which sail ships, on casual falling water that turns 
simple wheels, or on the straining muscles of men to carry 
back-breaking loads. 

We have demonstrated that there is no known physical 
limitation to the production of goods and services that 
people desire. And while improving our economic system, 
we have been equally mindful of the fact that the rights of 
machinery are far subordinate to the rights of men. We have 
kept the two in proper balance and from this combination 
we have evolved a system of competitive enterprise that has 
provided us with the finest standard of living in all history, 
and created for us a haven of religious, political, and in 
tellectual freedom. 

We have rejected the ancient theory that the principal 
role of government is to protect the owners of machines, or 
to crush revolts against injustices and cruelties in order to 
protect capital investments. The outmoded concept of 
machinery being the superior of man has been translated by 
Americans into the modern Christian precept that capital 
is the child of labor, and that man is the master of machinery 
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We have proved that freedom of the individual and the 
immense productivity of the system of private enterprise 
complement one another. We know that our freedom is based 
on our productivity, and that our productivity is founded on 
our will to work as free men. 

While we have done all this, we have also faced constant 
attacks from the ranks of those who would entice us into 
becoming advocates of a socialistic state, with its rosy but 
illusionary dreams of all things for all men. We must be 
constantly alert to resist these socialistic blandishments, be- 
cause socialism is a burden too cumbersome, too expensive, 
and too restrictive for a free people to endure. The bureaucracy 
tendencies inherent in a socialist state are seeds of inefficiency 
that inevitably bear ill-tasting fruits of shortages in the 
material things of life, limitations on the choice of the 
consumer, gray and black markets, and general economic 
stagnation, combined with restrictions on our freedom as 
individuals, and a marked reduction in the degree of our 
dignity as men. 

Most Americans, regardless of their political persuasion, 
are firm believers in the social integrity of the profit system. 
This concept includes the basic one that profits result from 
producing greater values for consumers and doing it at 
lower costs. This concept embraces the deep-seated belief in 
the rights of man and includes an optimistic belief that the 
exertion of energy, incentive, enterprise, and initiative will 
result in a future that is an improvement on the present or 
the past. 

This social and economic organization of ours, in order 
to continue its normal rapid rate of progress, must be guided 
by certain rules for future success. These rules include the 
fundamental principle of respect for the dignity of the in- 
dividual. Men must be free. They must have opportunity. 
They must share equally in the benefits of the economic 
wealth that they help to create. They must have freedom of 
choice in their selection of employers, in their places of em- 
ployment, in the payment they receive for their services, 
freedom of action in their purchasing preferences, and self- 
determination in the manner in which they may invest their 
own money. 

Government must be geared to protect the freedom of 
the individual as a worker, as a Customer, and as an investor. 
Ir must secure the rights of labor, of management, and of 
the public, and make certain that no one of them encroaches 
upon the rightful fields of the others. 

The management of our production and distribution sys- 
tems, and management of our national affairs, must be 
entrusted to those who are firm believers in freedom of action 
for the individual, and to those who possess a firm regard 
for the individual dignity of man. This management must be 
entrusted to men who realize that business has a social pur- 
pose, who know that it must provide an ever-increasing 
abundance of goods and services, and who are competent to 
translate industrial progress into the ideas and the ideals that 
lubricate our social scheme of things. 

A favorable political climate is essential to continued 
advancement in our cultural, our economic, and our in- 
tellectual areas of endeavor. Industrial statesmanship cannot 
thrive in an overly restrictive governmental atmosphere. 

These are the things that our informed American inde- 
pendent voters understand and appreciate. They are not bound 
to the political convictions of their fathers, or even their 
own views of a decade ago. They know that change sometimes 
is necessary in this changing world. They also are willing to 
continue their political support of candidates who face the 
realities of existence, and who have proved that they are 
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trustworthy in preserving the safeguards that have made 
America great. 

I have unquestioned faith in the independent voter of 
America. He may be registered in the name of any one of 
many partisan groups, but he remains a free political thinker 
with a progressive political philosophy that is the bulwark 
of our defenses against extremism in any form in the ad- 
ministration of governmental affairs. He is a staunch pro- 
ponent of our competitive form of society. He is the deciding 
factor in any interplay between opposing forces seeking to 
drive us toward the extreme left or the far right. All the 
independent voter asks is good government by good adminis- 
trators. 

Those who would control the destiny of our national 
affairs would do well to court the support of our independent 
voters, for they represent the undecided giant in American 
politics, and the moving force of America, rejecting adven- 
turers who would gamble with our heritage, and supporting 
stable political leaders and parties who are dedicated to the 
patriotic task of adding new vitality, and continued impetus 
to the advancement of our republican form of government 
and its democratic processes. 
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